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PRIME MINISTER'S 
PRESS CONFERENCE 


FOLLOWING FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL CONFERENCE OF FIRST MINISTERS 


CONFERENCE DE PRESSE DU PREMIER MINISTRE A L'ISSUE DE LA 
CONFERENCE FEDERALE-PROVINCIALE DES PREMIERS MINISTRES 


Ottawa, Ontario 
February 15, 1978 


On Mr. Prime Minister, in the context 
of a Federal government providing economic leadership, what 
seems to be interesting about this conference is that the whole thought of 


was for allthe provinces telling the federal government (inaudible) 


A. ~~ -. I would not want to 
Make too great an aeeork in claiming authorship for one or 


another part or the communiqué, the agreed conclusion was 
reached together but if you look at them carefully you will 


see that many of the most important objectives were put forth 
by the federal government whether it had to do with rates of 
growth or pricing practices or inflation, management of the 
economy, participation of the private sector and on and on. 
You will find these ideas and propositions either in Mr. 
Chretien's medium term economic strategy paper which was made 
public about a week ago and in the documents on co-operation, 
economic co-operation which have been published by the federal 
government during the past year. The whole plan for the 
conference, the sectoral meetings, the importance to be given 
and the detailed discussions on the so-called general economic 
policies arose in discussion between the Premiers and myself : 
during our meetings in November and December. I am not 
particularly concerned with finding out who is the remote 
father of any of them. I think the important thing is that 
for the first time as far as I know in the history of the 
nation we have come toycther, all the provinces and the 
federal government, to set our sites on agreed objectives 
in the economic area and to define together instruments and 
ways through which those objectives could be pursued. 

In that sense I am very satisfied with the 
results. I quite frankly was not too hopeful that we would 
be able to agree On such precise delimitations of the inflationary 
rate that we want to have Canada reach by the end of 1980 by | 
precise limits to the rate of growth of our public sectors 


together and so on. So I am not quite sure if I satisfied the 


Ain | We 
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question but I saw this as a conference of a great deal of 

interaction. Of course the provinces suggested ways in 

which we could improve our policies and we are grateful 

for that. There was a general objection to a federal impact 

sometimes on provincial areas of jurisdiction but it was 

quite obvious that in federal areas of jurisdiction the 

provinces wanted to have a great deal to say whether it be 

in the settling of the policy of the Bank of Canada or in 

the conduct of negotiations in Geneva on international tariffs 

and so on and that is why I think the conclusion has to be 

that those sectors of federal and provincial levels of 

government are really involved consequentially in the policies 

and decisions made by the other level and that is why we agreed 

together it was very important at this time to show that we 

could do it and thereby create the confidence from which will 

flow investment and from which will flow jobs. 

Ors i Prime Minister, in 

Article 3, subsection 2 of the communique it was agreed that 

the Economic Council of Canada would assume responsibility 

for analyzing price and cost developments ina limited post- 

control period. Sir, what happened to the monitoring agency ? 

ie ™his may turn out to be the 

way the monitoring agency will take shape. I am not sure if you 

read the words correctly but the way we agreed upon it is 

that the Economic Council of Canada -- well, I don't have 

the correct version, I don't have the one that we agreed to 

upstairs amongst Premiers. I don't know if you have been 


distributed the same incorrect statement as I have. 

Q. Is this correct? 

A. : Yes, I apologize for 
saying you read it incorrectly. What was agreed was that we 
would ask the Economic Council to see if it was feasible for 
them to perform this role which we had ascribed to the 
monitoring agency. There was a preference shown by several 


Premiers although not all for using the Economic Council of 


Canada I felt it only fair not to make this request absolute 


because we have to hear from the Economic Council of Canada 
. whether it can perform this role and whether in performing 
it if it does it would be deleterious to the acceptability 


of the Economic Council of Canada as an_ economic advice a4 | 
provi 7 
aang body a 
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So the answer is the Economic Council of Canada 
will be asked to do it. If they can do it within the 
normal conduct of their operations and in a positive way they will 
do it, otherwise it will be a monitoring agency such 
as Mr. Chretien has explained in its modified form. 


I hope the rest of it 


has been corrected. 

I am sorry, the wording was a bit changed but in fact it does come 
the meaning is not too different than the one we agreed upon | 
ate lunch. "Be zequested if feasible" that was the general 
idea, that we would see if the Economic Council of Canada 
could do the job and if they could we would ask them to do 
fete. 

Oi Monsieur Trudeau, le Premier 
ministre du Québec lors de sa conférence de presse d‘'il ya 
A peu prés une heure a dit qu'il avait demandé que l'on biffe 
le chiffre 11 dans l'entente 4 signer et que l'on mette 10, 
parce qu'il ne voulait pas que le Québec soit inclus dans 
l'accord; est-ce que vous pouvez m'expliquer la contradiction 


qui semble surgir parce qu'il a dit: 


ae; 
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"J asked them to remove the mention of 11 governments 


because I could not endorse it all." 


F=22 


A. Vous prenez la premiére 
page? 

Q. Je parle de la premiére 
page. 

A. Eh! bien, ce n'est pas ma 


mémoire de ce qui s'est passé, mais au fond qu'importe, 
rset évident maintenant que monsieur Lévesque ne souscrit 
pas au communiqué 

Comme je l'ai dit tout 4 l'heure, il n'était 
pas présent pendant toute la période du communiqué, et il 
voulait se présenter devant les caméras pendant que nous 
travaillions la-haut. 

Il nous a dit avant de partir encore une fois sans avoir 
vu tout le communiqué, qu'il n'était pas sfir quelle attitude 
il prendrait vis-a-vis le communiqué, qu'il pourrait certainement 
s'associer @ certaines parties et non 4 d'autres. 

En autant que je me souvienne, les objectifs bien 
généraux de la premiére page oi on mentionne les 11 gouverne- 
ments, je ne me souviens pas qu'il ait fait exception a ga. 

Mais, il n'y a pas de quoi fouetter un chat, 
c'est clair maintenant qu'il ne veut pas s'associer aux résul- 
tats de la conférence. | 

O. Est-ce que ¢a change quelque chose 
au succés ou a l'insuccés de votre conférence. 

A. Ca dépendra vraiment de 
l'orientation €&conomique de son Gouvernement, si tout en 
dénongant ces objectifs et les buts que nous proposons, 

s'il s'y conforme, s'il coopare a réduire l'inflation de la 
fagon que nous avons souhaitGe ensemble, s'il coopére dans 
notre effort collectif pour créer des emplois au Canada et 
au Québec en particulier. S'il continue de signer avec nous 
des ententes valant des centaines de millions de 


dollars pour le Québec, pour créer des emplois au Québec, 


bien stir que l'essentiel des objectifs sera atteint. 

Dans les faits il voudra sans doute 
oublier qu'il les a signés, oublier de dire 3 fa postiation 
québécoise que les fonds viennent du Fédéral, déguiser autant 
que possible le réle du Fédéral dans la relance de 1'écono- 
Mie québécoise,mais c'est le Gouvernement de monsieur Léves-~ 
que qui est venu en novembre nous demander au Fédéral de 
coopérer a débloquer une dizaine de dossiers, au mois de 
novembre dernier. 

Et nous avons dit: "Bon, oui, nous ferons tout 
pour débloquer ces dossiers-14 parce qu'il s'agit de créer 
des emplois,de relancer la prospsrité économique au Québec." 

Nous avons débloqué un grand nombre de ces 
dossiers, nous avons signé ou nous sommes sur le point de 
Signer, je pense qu'il y a une signature qui sera donnée 
vendredi, aprés demain, des ententes comme l'a rappelé 
monsieur Chrétien pour un total de quelque $140 millions 
de dollars. 

Alors, la position reste un peu difficile a 
comprendre,il nous a demandé de collaborer sur le plan 
Economique, nous avons collaboré, nous avons signé des ententes, 
je le répéte valant $140 millions de dollars. 

Il y en a d'autres au bout de la ligne, 
ils en ont signé un le mois de juin dernier avec monsieur 
Lessard,pour quelque $80 millions de dollars. 

Alors, la coopération est 14, nous n'‘allons 
pas cesser d'aider la relance &économique dans la province 
de Québec méme si monsieur Lévesque pour des fins qui sont 
6videntes,ne veut pas que la population québécoise soit 


mise au courant de la participation du Fédéral a cette re- 


lance. 


Q. ue Est-ce qu'on doit conclure du 


communigué a la page 2 que l'inflation et le chémage restent 


toujours des priorités 6gales l'une et l'autre de votre 
gouvernement et de toutes les provinces, par exemple que 
le chémage ne prendra pas la place de l‘inflation. 

As Sh: bien, c'est une 
distinction que, quant 4 nous et je pense que c'est vrai 
€galement pour les Premiers ministres des provinces que 
nous n'avons jamais acceptéesWous avons toujours pensé que 
si l'inflation saccroissait 4a un rythme hors contr6le, 
cela avait des conséquences nocives du point de vue de 
l'emploi et inversement, 6videmment s'il y a un sous- 
emploi,s'il y a un chémage trop &levé, nous sommes parfois 
acculés &@ prendre des décisions macro-économiques, c'est-a- 
dire dans le domaine des dépenses, des emprunts, etc., qui 
peuvent avoir des conséquences adverses pour l'inflation. 
C'est pourquoi il faut mener les deux luttes de front et 
c'est pourquoi elles sont associ&ées ces deux luttes-14 
également ensemble dans les objectifs &conomiques que 


nous nous sommes proposés. 


i es 
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| O Mr. ‘ Prime Minister, there are a 
number of things here,that are cited here as desirable 
objectives, but the detail how to get to those eiactives 
is left rather vague and there is for instance the increased 
level of investment necessary between largely financial 


and funded Canadian savings. Do we look for then ina 


forthcoming budget through some provisions which would 


encourage this movement of savings into _ equity investment? 
jo No, I believe you were 
reading that on the first page, yes. I believe this comes a 


in the paragraph where we were discussing the importance 

of business investment for the expansion of jobs in Canada, 
Of coOurse,one of the main purposes of this conference 

has been to establish a confidence in the future of Canada 


and its economic prosperity which will lead to the kind of business confidence 


which will lead to investment and this particular suggestion 


Rere WaS put in I remember precisely where and when by same of the Premiers who 


wanted to point aut that this business investment should 

not necessarily be foreign investment, that there were 

Many savings in Canada and by creating the climate of confidence 

that we hopefully have done in the past three days by agreeing 

as we did on the future guidelines of the economy we will 

get Canadian savers who are saving at a very high rate 

now to have that confidence in the economy and to move their 

Savings into equity or other types of entrepreneur investment. 
wey Mr. Prime nT etecn ey ath 


respect to the departure of Mr. Levesque from the conference, . 


he supplied several reasons why he said he left and he referred to what 


he called electoral manoeuvering and the presence of film 


Cameras from the Liberal Party and in addition to what he 


Called the provocation on the part of Federal Ministers and 


in particular that of i... Ouellet, exactly around 
the housing discussion that some Federal Cabinet 


Ministers from Quebec were in fact trying to make their speeches come 


evelopment within the province 


true by hindering economic d 


and I wonder if you could respond to that? 
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PES Well, on the first point 


I must confess that I don't quite see the relevance Of te 
Obviously we have to have a federal election some time. 
We have got almost another year and a half to go but all 
of you or many of you and Mr. Levesque is probably taking 
his cue from the rest of us are saying that there has 
to be an election pretty soon. I am not quite sure 
once again what consequences he is drawing from it, that 
we should not have had a conference on Canada's economic 
future because an election might happen in the next year or 
year and a half or if we had to have a conference on 
Canada's economic future, as not only ourselves have been 
advocating but many of the Premiers and a conference on 
which he agreed when I visited him in Quebec City last 
December, if we had to have one what's his point about 
Saying that there will be an election some time? Does 
he not want the conference to succeed lest we win the 
election? I mean the present government and what is his 
interest in seeing this particular government not win 
the election? I really don't understand what he is 
getting excited about. Certainly if we had had the election 
last fall and we had had the economic conference at this 
precise date, can one suppose that Mr. Levesque would have 
been much more positive at the conference? I really fail 
to see his logic on that and insofar as Mr. Ouellet's 
participation, well I imagine that most of you were present 
yesterday when Mr. Levesque conveniently forqot as I was reminding 
. in French a moment ago, forgot many of the 
agreements which have been signed at his request since they 
came to us in November and asked us to move forward with 
ten different dossiers. We signed agreements to the tune 
of some $140 million. We confirmed the federal total 
expenditure of some almost $1 billion at Laprade in Quebec 
which we had been prepared to cancel because for a year 
we hadn't been able to get an answer out of them on their 


future in terms of atomic electrical energy, atomically 


aqenerated electrical eneardiyv | (ge Rn Pg oe ee oe | a Se ee ed ey) Saleen 


i> 


ek 
things and he conveniently forgot them and then he.insisted, 
you will recall most of the day yesterday, that we do 
deal with housing and when he dealt with it it was to say 
that we had done nothing. 

Surely Mr. Ouellet was justified and said 
he had last August offered some $200million and said that 
they were at the disposition of the Province of Quebec 
to spend in that area and he was justified in reminding 
them that through dilatory delays on their part they had 
$40 million of that. Now obviously Mr. Levesque doesn't like 
to be caught off base but he was and he is a little bit 
annoyed at that. 

Q. Couldial sust,stolsiow ait) up 
briefly, Mr. Prime Minister? You yourself said that 
Mr. Levesque had insisted that housing be put on the 
agenda. Do you infer from that this was some sort of 
a deliberately conceived scheme to disrupt the conference 
knowing that Mr. Levesque would be making allegations 
that he made in the housing discussion? 

A. Tedovri, teshink sso: 

When we defined . the agenda and correspondence between 

the Premiers and myself we were very precise on a certain 
number of general economic policies and then because we 
knew we couldn't in the time available cover them all 

we said it is likely that there will be discussion on 


other matters such as transportation and housing. 
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When we saw that time was running out 
and we were falling behind yesterday, I suggested that we 
could perhaps crowd transportation in under agriculture 
as we did, but I am not repeating and I am not making an 
issue out of it, that Mr. Levesque wanted to talk about 
housing, thinking that he had some points to score on oon 
It turned out that he did not and we had some to score on 
him and that is the only reason that Mr. Ouellet found 
it necessary tu make his intervention this morning. 

Q. Mr. Levesque had his 
own press conference here about three hours ago and he said 
there was a vigorous exchange last night where tempers flared 
and he said flatly that he felt that you and your government 
were involved in an election ploy, which was a very clear 
description of his. interpreptation of your behaviour. 

ne ee Of course I don't 
know what he said but I would be very surprised if he said 
that tempers flared last night. There was an animated 
discussion on many subjects and certainly when we talked 
about Canadian unity, Mr. Levesque and I were somewhat 
animated but I don't think either of us raised his voice 


and indeed I don't think that at that point any of the 


other Premiers were engaged in that particular conversation. 
So I just doubt whether you are reporting him correctly in 
Saying that tempers flared. He didn't lose his temper 
and I certainly didn't lose mine. 

You asked me to comment on his conduct. 
I think I answered in part your Wie Re ot by answering the 
previous ones, but in short, what do you expect as the leader 
of a government which is determined to prove that federalism 
does not work, because he wants to break up Canada and 
replace it by some other type of arrangement between an 
independent Quebec and the rest of Canada? So obviously, 


I said that last December. His 


whole game plan is 
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to prove that federalism does not work. So no Matter if 
nine other Premiers and myself agree, as Doe last year, 
and agree aS we do again this year, to say "Well, we 
will make it work", obviously Mr. Levesque has to go out 
and mount some arguments to prove that it does not work 
and I repeat that as far as we are concerned, most of 
those arguments have been exploded. When he says that 
he does not get assistance, the figures are there and I 
suppose a lot or other Premiers -- well, some of them testified 
to that rather wryly yesterday, that they really didn't 
believe Mr. Levesque when he said that he did not get 
assistance from the federal govern:ient and they did not 
say that privately, they said that out in the open. It 
/sarcastic/ 
was a £o0mment by one of the Premiers yesterday. 

SIF You said when the meeting 
reconvened this afternoon that Levesque's walkout will 
contribute to the uncertainty which is hindering the 
progress of the economy. How strong a factor do you view 
the present Quebec issue as a cause of the economic difficulty 
im chs country? Do you think that his conduct contributes 
LOntha ty 

A. Dene Well, I don't 
Suppose this is an area where you can quantify actions 
of a particular government but I think conventional wisdom 
is right, that investments tend to come where there is 
political stability. Now, obviously, by definition there 
is not political stability in Quebec since the present 
is dedicated to upset the country of which Quebec 


government 


is a, part So once again I don't want to attempt to 


quantify it by movements of investment out of Quebec or 


failures of investment to go to Quebec, but maybe that should 


be your job to analyse what has happened. Certainly I dont 


think one has to be very original to state as a matter of 
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Principle that investors usually like to invest where there 


is some measure of political stability. 


‘O Moneicas le premier ministre 
au chapitre des prix... (inaudible) 

ee TA ee - Yous voulez dire que le 
secteur public suive plutét le secteur privé, c'est ga que 
\Val dit n'est-ce pas. 

Eh! bien, nous 6tions 1a 11 gouvernements, 
chacun avec son secteur Privé, lorsque les premiers ministres 
de ces 11 gouvernements disent que lorsqu'ils négocieront 
avec leur secteur public, ils devront 6tre guidés par cela, 
on ne peut pas avoir plus fort certificat, ils indiquent les 
bases sur lesquelles ils ont l'intention de régler le problé- 
me de la rémunération dans leur secteur public. 

Je ne vois pas trés bien ce que l'on peut de- 
mander de plus, si ce n'est un engagement tel qu'il s'en 
trouve un ici et auquel dans la discussion monsieur Léves- 


que a Ggalement souscrit. 


On Monsieur Trudeau, hier, vous 
avez eu une discussion avec monsieur Lévesque quant 4 
aes l‘unité nationale, est-ce que vous avez 
donc convenu de vous rencontrer avant la rencontre de 


novembre pour discuter des problémes relatifs A la constitu- 


tion. 


je .- Nous avons également 
parlé de cela au déjeuner tout @ l'heure, il a 6té convenu 
de nous rencontrer a4 la fin de novembre sur l'économie 
et probablement quelque part en septembre sur les questions 


constitutionnelles. 


o Est-ce que tous les premiers ministres 


ont accepté de venir? 


ss) 


A. Tous ont accepté de 
venir. 


Monsieur Lévesque a précisG@ que s'il venait, 


ga ne serait pas pour discuter les propositions que nous 
allons faire mais plutdét pour faire la présentation des 
siennes. 
Q. Est-ce que cela veut dire 
qu'il ne pourra pas y avoir d'élection 4 1'automne? 
A. Mon Dieu! je n'y avais 


pas pensé, merci. 


27 «4 
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Q. Sir, in another portion 
of the communique you have mentioned the innovative use of 
unemployment insurance. Is that not correct either? 

a. Yes. 

OQ. It is correct? In the text of your 
second address on the first day of the conference, you 
suggested that the time might be now to discuss among 
governments whether universal social policies were 
necessary or whether it might not be.wise to consider the 
individual payment to individuals rather than universal 
policies. Now did your statement catch on with the Ministers 
in the form of innovative use of unemployment insurance? 

a. Ee. Well, the two 
subjects are related but somewhat distinct. What I had in 
mind there in the areas we discussed indeed in some of our 
private meetings, really turned around -- what I think the 
Premier of Manitoba, Premier Sterling Lyon, was saying when 
he was suggesting that there are some areas where we perhaps 
could help those who need to be helped without having universal 
proyrams in every area. 

Unemployment insurance is somewhat distinct 
from that and we have used another approach in the recent 
amendments that we passed in the House of Commons where we 
Saic that we should use unemployment insurance funds where 
possible imaginatively and one area that has already been 
successfully experimented with is work-sharing agreements. 

We have reached an agreement with New Brunswick because in 

a certain mining area the unions and the employers had agreed 
to go on work-sharing agreements with the employers continuing 
to pay salaries but for a shorter work week for those who 

were working so that those who were unemployed could benefit 


by the shortening of the work week for the others. 


es) 


In order to make up for the loss in salary 
we would use UIC funds. So in this Sense we have got authority 
from the House of Commons to use those funds in slightly 
different ways than the conventional ways, but as I. reminded 
the Minister from Quebec yesterday, Mr. Berube, we cannot 
just dip into these funds as he seemed to suggest at our 
convenience and say we will use them in novel and experimental 
ways. These funds belong to the workers, to the employers, 
they have contributed to them and we just can't experiment 
with those funds or indeed with that portion of the funds 
which are supplied by the federal government. They are 
codified and regulated by the Unemployment Insurance Act, 
therefore, the Act does provide for some experimentation such 
as I indicated but it is not completely open. 

©. A supplementary. 
Did your suggestion that universal programs might be substituted 
by direct income support payments gather any attention among 
your colleagues? 

a. It wasn't discussed 
at our private meetings if that is what you are asking. 
There was some reference to it in some of the participation 
and of course I referred to Mr. Davis' tax credit arrangement 
which is, as I said, a new way to extend social benefits of 
one kind or another or income support and we did refer to 
that at our meeting last night as something that we might 
consider putting in the communique, but in the end we replaced 
it by the expression "tax incentives" without specifying 
whether it be through a form of ercdits or otherwise. 

(ey Mr. Prime Minister, 
I would like to come back to an earlier French question because it 


is important. We know you have meetings with the Premiers in 


November and September. and do we take it that there will not 


be an election this fall, that raises the question of whether 


you are either planning one this spring 24 are already making 


plans and commitments and you have certainty in your mind 


that you will be elected or are putting back your plans and you 
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will have an election after next fall or next spring? It seems 
that narrows down to some interesting questions. 
THE PRIME MINISTER: Well, as far as our 
Party is concerned I have told them they should be prepared 
for an election at any time, but until I have decided what 
the date was -- obviously I can't tell you because I don't 
know and secondly I don't think we should cease planning 
to govern. There is a NATO meeting at the end of May? 
am I to tell President Carter, "Well, don't put it then because 
I might have an election"? There is a summit meeting in 
Germany in the middle of July and am I to say, "Please change 
the date because there might be an election at that time"? 
The same argument goes for the Constitutional Conference 
and eventually for the Economic Conference. We have to plan 
the weeks and months ahead in the way we canand if I am in the 
middle of an election during the summit meeting in Germany 
perhaps I won't be able to attend and if we are in the 
middle of an election during the NATO thing perhaps I won't 
be able to attend. If we are in the middle of an election 
in September perhaps the Premiers won't want to attend the 
Constitutional Conference, but we have to go on as if 
government will continue and wait until an election date 
is known, don't we? 
Q. Supplementary. In 
that discussion today with the Premiers 
did you in fact ' tell them you were not anticipating calling 
an election? 
Dy They didn't ask me and they are 
all politicians or at least two or three of them are liable 
to have an clection in the next 12 months and we didn't really 
try to accommodate that September date to anyone. It 
almost came out as the question did in obiter dicta we were 
talking about the economy and seeking a date in late November 
and the point was made that any elections which were likely 
to take place between now and the end of November would have 


taken place and the end of November is not a likely date for 


an election time traditionally in most of the provinces or in 
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Canada and therefore that seemed like a good safe bet, but I 
repeat -- and we did say that we didn't want the economic 
discussions and the constitutional ones to be held at the 
same time so it was a matter of following up On my promise 
to them that after we had tabled certain eer st (see 
proposals even though they come within the PUL VSdrTctLone OL 
the federal government, I would want to give them an 
opportunity in conference to discuss them. They wanted 


to accept that invitation so we looked for a date. 


Oo: --- inaudible - - - 


i Well, even if I could 
answer you I don't know if I had a precise plan to bring it 
down, I don't suppose this would be the place to announce it, 
but we are trying to govern in a way that Quebeckers will 
reach the conclusion that Canada is a good place to live in 
and if they conclude that they will obviously vote against 
breaking up the country. It is general but I guess it is an 
answer which gives us the maximum flexibility. Certainly 
Many of our measures -- let me remind you of the Official 
Languages Act -- is one which is predicated on the importance 
of Quebeckers knowing that the federal government can be seen 
to be their government because it can address itself to them 
in their own language, in the language of the Quebecois. The 


Same thing with the economic measures I talked about earlier 


and that is why I wanted also to reassure Quebeckers that it 


is not just because Mr. Levesque didn't want to co-operate 


with us that we were going to cease helping ERPS EL Ba 


create jobs and this too will hopefully get an increasing 


number of Quebeckers to see that separatism not only is not 
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necessary but that it is counter-productive for the very 
security that they are looking for as a French- 


speaking society. 
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Ona ge J'aimerais, monsieur le 
premier ministre, s'il vous est possible d'évaluer en 
terme de créations d'emplois et d'argent disponible 
résultats de cette conférence pour chaque région du 
pays. | 


Parce que, quand je regarde cette liste 


d'6épicerie, si vous me permettez l'expression, 

Ave On vous entend trés 
mal,on ne vous entend pas trés bien ici, est-ce que vous 
pourriez parler un petit peu plus fort? 

as Ecoutez, je vous demande une 
@évaluation pour les régions du Canada en terme de création 
d‘emplois et d'argent disponible des suites de cette confé- 
rence, parce que, quand je regarde votre liste d'épiceries, 
il .m'apparait que l'Ontario en tout cas y a son compte par ' 
toutes sortes de projets, les projets de 1'Hydro-Ontario par 
exemple, le pacte automobile, pourtant ce n'est pas la région 
gui est la plus défavorisée au Canada. Et l'un des buts de 
cette conférence, c'était justement d'enrayer les disparités 
régionales. 

A. Eh! bien, il y a plusieurs 
projets qui ont pour but d'amener des investissements considérables 
dans le Québec méme, si vous prenez le paragraphe, peut-étre 
un peu abstrait sur, mettons, le pacte de 1'automobile 
il op@ére au bénéfice du Québec, puisqu'il y a 14 aussi une 
industrie automobile. 

Mais il y a des négociations en cours 
actuellement au terme desquelles et on y a fait allusion dans 
ce paragraphe, au terme desquelles on essaie d'amener des 


; ; : a : F 
investissements nouveaux et massifs de l'industrie automobile 


au Québec. 


Evidemment, on ne peut pas les forcer de Je 
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faire, mais nous au Fédéral, nous sommes disposés 4 

mettre a la disposition des compagnies automobiles 

des sommes considérables pour les inciter 4 venir s'installer 
dans le Québec. 

Il y a également le pipeline de gaz qui éven- 
tuellement devra se rendre jusqu'a la céte Atlantique, 
si le Québec y tient et s'ils veulent ce pipeline pourrait 
passer par le Québec et desservir toute la région du Bas 
Saint-Laurent qui pourrait puiser des énergies a méme 
ce pipeline, mais encore une fois c'est une chose qui 
suppose, qui présuppose la volonté du 
Québec de coopérer avec nous, de coopérer avec cette 
entreprise. 

Lorsque nous parlons 1lda-dedans du projet déja 
annoncé de Gull Island, 1'@énergie de Gull Island en trés 
grande partie sera transportce 4 travers le Québec, ce qui 
Supposera des revenus pour le Québec de ces é6énergies-la. 


Alors, vraiment, je ne pense pas qu'on puisse 


sans faire exprés trouver que le Québec n'a pas sa 


part dans ces projets qui restent 4 développer. 
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7 I wonder, sir, if you feel that 
you achieved your goal at this conference in inspiring 
confidence in the economy in view of the fact that the 
dollar has fallen two or three points lower in the last 
few days? 

A: Well, let us 
watch what it does tomorrow and maybe you can ask me 
the question at next week's press conference. I don't 
think that we can judge or quantify, to use my earlier 


expression, what the outcome will be. 


I just say that wiien ten or eleven governments, the ‘totality 


of those who exercise political leadership in the federal- 
provincial fields have agreed on a certain number of 
economic objectives, it should create confidence in the 


future of the country. Whether it will or not, depends 


a great deal on, I suppose, how that news will be interpreted 


and received. 
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Oy Une précision, j'aimerais sa- 
voir ce que vous allez faire pour le Québec, puisque bien 
sfir,il y a plusieurs projets qui ont des retombées au Québec, 


mais il n'y a aucun projet comme tel qui émane du Québec... 


= Re ae Ces projets-14 sont des 
projets qui d@coulent soit d'initiatives privées, soit d‘'i- 
hitiatives intergc1vernementales... (interrompu). 

Bhd as ae Mais qui a décidé que ces 
projets seraient sur la liste? 

Pe Eh! bien, a méme la trés 
longue liste qui avait 6té déposée hier ou avant-hier, 
par le ministre Gillespie, les premiers ministres et moi- 
méme avons choisi au déjeuner, encore une fois, une liste &a 
retenir et c'est cette listec-la que vous avez devant 


vous. 
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Nous avons entendu ce matin des différents ministres un rapport des 


mémoires qui ont été présentés ce matin dans les différents 
groupes, et également/iSpports des réunions ministérielles 
qui ont eu lieu hier 4 Edmonton et & Winnipeg. 

De cette fagon, le Conseil des ministres a pu se 
mettre au courant des différents problémes et des éléments de 
solution qui ont été présentés. Le Conseil des ministres s'est 
occupé essentiellement 4 cela. Nous avons également pris deux 
décisions: un, en ce qui concerne le Conseil 6conomique du 
Canada et un autre en ce qui concerne la réhabilitation des 
youes ferrées dans les Frairies. Pour la premiére décision, 
je crois qu'il y a des éléments déj@ qui ont paru dans le 
journal. Nous avons donné suite 4 la requéte faite par les 
Bremiexs mMinistres provinciaux 4 la réunion d'Ottawa, il ya 

que 
trois semaines 4 l'effet que plutét/d'établir une agence pour 
suivre la question de l'inflation aprés la période de décontréle 
nous avons obtempéré 4 leur suggestion et nous avons demandé 
au Conseil économique du Canada de se charger de ce travail. 
Et c'est essentiellement les aspects d'analyse et de faire 
Yapport au Gouvernement et également l'aspect @éducatif sera 
confié au Conseil économique du Canada. Lorsqu'il y aura besoin 
d'enquétes spéciales, le Gouvernement procédera en vertu de 
la Loi sur les enquétes. 

Monsieur Lang, encore une fois, vous parlera du 
probléme et des éléments de solution a la question du rail. 

In English, repeating briefly... The Cabinet, this 
morning, dealt with two substantive issues which I'll comment 
on in a moment, but most of it was concerned with hearing reports 


from the Ministers of the meetings which had been held yesterday 


in Edmonton under Mr. Jack Horner's chairmanship, and in 
Winnipeg under Mr. Joe Guay's chairmanship. The briefs which 
were presented there were summarized to Cabinet and a fairly detailec 
discussion eeursued on some of the brief presentations. Then 
each chairman of this morning's ministerial meetings with 
different groups -- five groups -- each chairman also reported 
in some detail to Cabinet and we took some decisions on 
follow-up. 

In terms of substantive measures, there was one 
decision taken on Prairie branch line rehabilitation, and 
‘Mr. Lang will comment on that in a moment, but we also took 
another decision concerning the monitoring agency for the 
post-control period. I believe there's already been some 
elements of this in the press in a speculative way, but the 
Cabinet this morning decided to ask the Economic Council of 
Canada -- and I will be writing this week-end to Sylvia Ostry 
in that regard -- decided to ask the Economic Council of Canada 
to do most of the role which we would have given to the monitoring 
agency: the role of education, the role of analysis and the 
role of reporting. You'll recall that the First Ministers' 
Conference had ended in a suggestion by many of the First 
Ministers to me that we do this through the Economic Council 
rather than set up a monitoring agency. Well, we studied this, 
asked the Council to report on it and they reported to us this 
week that they would be prepared to do that aspect of the job. 
The enquiry into specific cases would not be done by the 
Economic Council of Canada. They would report to us and 
recommend that certain enquiries be taken and then the Cabinet 
would under the ynquiries Act set up such aninquiry by 
Order-in-Council. So, we're very Aas oyreLeR this solution, 
and happy that the provincial suggestion was a realistic one 


and one which the Council agreed to undertake. 


Mr. Lang, would you say a few words then on the 


rail subject? 


OTTO LANG: Comme le Premier ministre l'a dit, nous avons 
pris une décision trés importante pour l'Ouest. I don't think a 
decision more important could in fact have been taken than the 
decision of the Government to continue the pepudiains of the 
Prairie Branch line system. Five of the briefs before us today 
mention that question and therefore signify the importance 
attached to it. As you know we had previously committed one 
hundred million dollars towards the acquiring of some of the 
re-building equipment and the first re-building programs for 
1977 and 1978. This really allows us to go ahead now with the 
‘planning of the re-building program for the on-going period of 
time and we will begin immediate discussions with the railways 
about the various specific re-building they will do. Our overall 
long-term objective is to assure that as branchlines are contained 
in the basic network and as they are transferred to the basic 
network following the Hall Commission recommendations, that we 
undo the neglect of the many years of the past when no re-building 
took place and in the end will have a permanent network for 
handling grain where all the lines in it can carry the fully 
loaded hopper cars. That also means they will be in a condition 
where they can be operated through the winter time because 
snow ploughs will be able to operate on them at reasonable 
speeds. It really produces a total network that is sound and 
Sensible and that work therefore is continued into the future 
and that, I think, is extremely important to all of us in the 


Prairies. 


Oas Mr. Prime Minister, would you explain to us, you have 
spent the last two days touring the West there were two 

very vocal demonstrations outside the Cabinet Meeting. There 

is another one going on now -- members of the Canadian Agriculture 
Movement. . I'm wondering what you learned from 

you visit out here and what have your Cabinet Ministers told 


you about the feeling in the West towards the Federal Government? 


Pens Well, these vocal groups as you described them 
have of course presented briefs to the ministerial meetings 
this morning and we learned of the subject of their concerns 
and further meetings are going to take place. Mr. Whelan is 
meeting tomorrow with certain farm groups. Mr. Lalonde and 
other Ministers are meeting in a few minutes with the Fédération 
des Francophones Hors Québec. Insofar as the unemployed or 
union groups, we have certainly had reports this morning which 
would be conducive to the creation of jobs, particularly the 
report that Mr. Gillespie made, for instance, on his visit to 
Lloydminster and the discussions he had with the IPSCO people. 
These are areas in which the Federal Government is prepared and 
ready and willing and anxious to act. And certain elements of 
the decisions still have to be taken but I've been talking to 
Premier Blakeley this morning and listened to a discussion 
between him and Mr. Gillespie and we're very optimistic that 
action will go forward there to create jobs. Insofar as other 
job possibilities are concerned, of course, the legislation 

is in its middle stagesat the House of Commons now setting up 


the Foothills pipeline project, and we had assurances in some 


of the briefs presented to us from not only the builders of 
the pipeline but those entrusted with producing pipes: that 
they did not share the concern that some of the Opposition 
content. Both the pipeline people and the steel people are 
very much in agreement with the Government's approach to this. 
They feel that they can be competitive, that the jobs will be 
created in Canada and they are looking very much forward to 
the passage of the legislation that the Government presented. 
So these are some examples of areas in which jobs will be 
created and all that is needed is for the cécgenetten of all 


sectors to move forward those projects. 


Oe: 
I'd like te addreés a-duestion to the Canadian ee 
Agricultural Movement . a . OE a eae er os 
* claims that according to GATT, producers in one country 
oe ae bi <6 fe 
that are hurt by imports of those products from other 


countries, there is an emergency clause that can be invoked 
limiting or cutting off those imports. And firstly, my question 
is: Is this true? And secondly, is the situation of the 
agriculture producers in this country not serious enough to 


invoke that clause? I would like you to comment on that. 


. AG 
MR. HORNER Well, it's true in a relative term. And if we 


cut off imports in such a way as that we damage the productive 
Capacity of an exporting country to our country, they can 

claim those damages and we have had to pay. In the cattle 

aspect alone though, the damages would be very difficult for 

New Zealand and Australia to claim because in the year 1967 

to the year 1977, for example, Australian cattle numbers increased 
from 18,000,000 head in '67 to 34,000,000 heads AD. dJa¢. And 

it's clearly demonstrated that they increased their production 

far and beyond, far and beyond their own capacity to use it. 


So they were really increasing on pure speculation So the 


Sanh 


damages would be very very difficult indeed, in my opinion, 


for them to claim any on our restrictions on the imports into 


our country. 


Oot What about Canadian producers? 

MR. HORNER On the question of Canadian producers, we have 
limited, I would say, cut back extensively. For example, in 
'76, the imports of beef from New Zealand and Australia were 
186,000,000 pounds. We have cut that back to 120 and this year 
about 122,000,000. So that gives you... And we have and 
Australia has agreed to the 1.5 per cent increase that we 
allotted this year. They have agreed and we'll live with that. 
And there is no disagreement between Canada and Australia in 


that regard. 


P.M.:3 So we do have the right to ask about and we are 


exercising that right. 


MR.HORNER : And we have exercised it. And if you want to know 
why the 1.5 formula was arrived at, because that was the closest 
round figure to the growth in population in Canada. Our growth 
in population I think in '76, the base year, was 1.39 per cent. 
And so we rounded it off. I might say that the United States 
had an increase or allowed an increase of 1.6 per cent. So we 


were actually more stringent one could say than the United States 


was in the same regard. 


Oc Mr. Horner. This is with régard to some of the 
things that were set out at IPSCO this morning. When you were 
talking to the Canadian Petroleum Association, you said that 
they should put the bug in the Provincial Government's ear to 
get moving on setting the tax rate on oil with regard to the 
heavy oil upgrading plant near Lloydminster. Do you feel that 


an attitude like this may cause a rift between the Provincial 


Government and the Federal Government? 


MR. HORNER: Oh, no. Oh, no. I said quite clearly that in the 
decision-making process, it's always beneficial to know in 
whose court the ball is. And in this eaetonian instance, I 
had met with the President of Husky Oil who is the catalyst 
-in organizing the number of producers and putting together a 
heavy oils plant and the expenditures of the money and he agreed 
with me that before they can actually go forward and sign 
contracts and get into the business of the construction end 
of it, they'd have to know what the royalty was with regard 

a 
‘to the Saskatchewan “Government. So all I was pointing out to them 
making it quite clear that in whose court that ball was and 


I think Premier Blakeney clearly recognizes this and I don't 


think there is any disagreement on that. 


P.M.: I can add I talked to Premier Blakeney this morning 
and this is of course his point of view: that it's up to them 

to decide the question of royalties, for instance. There is 
obviously a willingness and a desire on the part of both govern- 
ments to move forward and we said so much in the press release 
after our conference in Ottawa, two or three weeks ago. And 

this is not saying that the Saskatchewan Government should proceed 
differently. Obviously, they're bargaining and they're bargaining 
as best as they can. But they know and everyone knows that 

until they've reached a decision on the royalty question for 


instance, we can't expect the project to move. 


(OR Did you get a time frame from Mr. Blakeney when 


you talked with him this morning? 


P.M. : No and if I had I probably wouldn't reveal it. 
Because he is naturally bargaining on behalf of the people of 


: Ps 
Saskatchewan and he wants to reach the best bargain possible 


with the private sector. And we respect that. But i thank 


it's quite fair to say as Mr. Horner said, that the ball is in 


his court and we wish him well. 


Or: Monsieur le Premier ministre, 

Ce matin le Gouvernement fédéral a annoncé que dans le domaine 
ferroviaire, il y aurait des changements et des nouvelles 
mesures ont 6té annoncées. Jusqu'd quel point le Gouvernement 
fédéral respecte-t-il les recommandations du rapport de la 
Commission Hall dans ce domaine et juqu'&A quel point aussi 
est-ce que l'entente entre le Fédéral et le Gouvernement de 


la Saskatchewan est-il complet 4 ce sujet? 


P.M.: Eh bien, en ce qui concerne les recommandations 
du rapport Hall, la décision du Gouvernement a été précisément 
de procéder 4 la réhabilitation de ces sections qui ont été 


définies par le rapport Hall. N'est-ce pas, monsieur Lang? 


M. LANG: Oul, c'est conforme aux recommandations de M. Hall. 
Il veut que nous donnions plus d'argent pour les chemins de fer mai 
ce projet de réparation des lignes est trés important 


et je crois ,le plus important pour ce ‘moment=14a. 


P.M.: Vous demandiez aussi a propos des négociations 


avec le Gouvernement de la Saskatchewan. To what extent? 


M. LANG: Tl one's" est\pas agi de cette question. Nous avons 
eu des discussions concernant les terres sous les lignes 


de chemin de fer et nous n'avons pas beaucoup de progrés 4 


rapporter aujourd'hui. 


Q.: Monsieur le Premier ministre. Vous avez vu ce 


matin des francophones de la Saskatchewan manifester ici en 


faveur des droits du francais. 


On parle beaucoup de 1l'unité canadienne, c'est temps-ci. Qu'est- 


ce que le Gouvernement fédéral peut faire pour justement donner 


les droits fondamentaux 4 ces Canadiens frangais? 


‘ 


P.M.: Eh bien, les droits qui rel€évent du Gouvernement 
fédéral leur sont déj4 acquis. C'est-A-dire que leur droit 
d'avoir accés aux services du Gouvernement fédéral dans une 
des deux langues officielles -- soit le francais -- c'est un 
droit acquis. Alors, sans doute, en ce qui concerne leurs 
rapports avec le Gouvernement fédéral, der ties pas A ce sujet 

qu'ils faisaient des réclamations tout a l'heure. 

Si je comprends bien leur position, leurs PevbrBicanione conce 

nent surtout le domaine scolaire. Dans ce domaine-18, vous 
n'étes pas sans savoir que ces droits rel&vent de la juridiction des 
Provinces. Nous pouvons, en tant que Gouvernement fédéral, 
donner des sommes d'argent aux Provinces pour que ces sommes 
soient appliquées dans l'enseignement de l'autre langue offi- 
cielle: le frangais dans cette province, l'anglais dans le cas 
du Québec. Effectivement nous donnons des sommes considérables 
qui se chiffrent par centaines de millions de dollars. Mais 
encore une fois pour ce qui est de la juridiction, la possibi- 
1ité de faire des lois dans le domaine scolaire, nous ne pouvons 
qu'ehjoindre aux Provinces de faire du progrés dans ce sens-la. 
Effectivement, nous l'avons fait. Je 1l'ai encore fait non 
seulement depuis plusieurs années, une fois par année, mais 
je l'ai encore fait plus récemment dans une lettre aux Premiers 
ministres des Provinces au mois de septembre, of je leur enjoignais 
d'accepter des garanties constitutionnelles pour les droits 
Scolaires des minorités francophones ici, anglophones au Québec 
et il semble y avoir un peu de progrés, du moins dans le domaine 
des intentions tel que ca/Sté révélé il y a deux semaines a 


la réunion des Premiers ministres 3 Montréal. Mais il reste 


que les francophones ici et les anglophones au Québec ont raison 


=~ : ' a 
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pécher de souligner que dans le cas de la Saskatchewan, par 


exemple comme dans le cas d'autres provinces, c'est vraiment le Gouver 
nement provincial qui a juridiction sur les commissions 
scolaires, qui devrait agir. Parce qu'on sait que les cammissions 
scolaires tr&s souvent ne répondent pas aux intentions exprimées 
par le gouvernement provincial. Par exemple, le dessinage des 
cartes, etc., on ne progresse pas aussi vite au niveau des 
commissions scolaires que les gouvernements provinciaux eux- 

mémes disent vouloir progresser.Alors cette sorte de réclamation, 
de pression est bienvenue. C'est le réle des citoyens de réclamer 
des gouvernements ces droits. Et 

quant & nous, nous les appuyons. Nous avons tout 4 l'heure 
organisé une rencontre avec la Fédération des Francophones 


Hors. Québec. _Trois ministres,,je crois, doivent, des. rencontrer 


a l'instant méme. 


Oce Ma question fait suite a celle qu'on vient de 

vous poser. Compte tenu de la composition ethnique des Prairies, 
il n'est pas rentable pour les dirigeants de l'Ouest de recon- 
naitre le frangais comme langue officielle. D'accord, l'éducation 
reléve des provinces, mais est-ce que le temps ne serait pas venu 
pour Ottawa justement de multiplier 

les initiatives dans ce domaine et justement pour assurer a 

ces groupes minoritaires leurs droits au point de vue éducation. 

A ce moment-1a, les dirigeants ne ee ne ece obLigés, de, prendre 


cette décision qui pour eux serait peut-&6tre trés impopulaire? 


Pais: Eh bien, oui. Mais je ne peux pas partager ce 
point de vue. Que ce soit populaire ou non, il s'agit de recon- 
naitre une réalité de base de ce pays. C'est qu'il y a des 
francophones et des anglophones et les deux groupes contiennent 
des gens qui ne veulent jamais s'assimiler A l'autre groupe. ! 
Or, puisque l'éducation reléve des Provinces -- encore une fois -- | 
il faut que les gouvernements provinciaux prennent leurs respon- 
Sabilités. Et je le rép€éte: le Gouvernement fédéral a pris 


aon ee) ee : : 
piusieurs initiatives pour les amener dans cette direction, non 


seulement des propositions d'ordre constitutionnel qui garan- 
tiraient aux minorités - francophone ici et je le rép&éte anglo- 
phone dans le Québec -- accés 4 l'éducation dans leur langue, 

dans leur langue maternelle. Et en plus, encore, une fois, nous 
versons des centaines de millions de dollars pour permettre 4 
cette 6ducation de se faire. Mais la loi de base de la démocratie 
et de notre systéme fédératif, c'est qu'il y a différents niveaux 
de gouvernement et ce sont ces niveaux de gouvernement 14 qui 
doivent en premier lieu agir. Bien sfir, le probléme démogra- 
phique auquel vous faites allusion est réel, mais dans tous 

les discours faits par nos députés et nos ministres, nous 
rappelons 4 la population -- et je crois que ce serait le devoir 
des représentants au niveau provincial de rappeler & la population -- 
un réalité de base. C'est-a-dire qu'il y a quelque 27 p. 100 

de la population qui a le frangais comme langue maternelle et 

si le Canada doit rester uni, il faut que ces gens se sentent 
bienvenu chez-eux, non seulement dans une province mais dans 


le pays tout entier. 


Q.: Monsieur Trudeau, un petit peu dans le méme sujet. 
Depuis ces derniers jours, vous avez rencontré pas mal de monde 
dans l'Ouest. Etes-vous en mesure de discerner a4 la suite de 
cette tournée d'ordre généralsila mentalité de l'Ouest a 
suffisamment é6volué a l'égard de la francophonie, des groupes 
linguistiques pour espérer un réglement adéquat et satisfaisant 


au sujet de l'unité nationale? 


P.M.: Moi, je suis un optimiste invétéré. Il] faut que 
j'exerce quelque modération parce que vous m'auriez demandé 
_ la méme question l'an dernier et l'année avant et j'aurais dit 
oui, bien sfr, on s'apergoit qu'il y a une évolution de la 
mentalité. Ce matin, j'étais a Estevan, par exemple, petite 
| localité of il n'y a pas beaucoup de francophones, quoique les 
gens 6taient venus des endroits Feu erent et ill y avait parmi eux un cer 


de francophones. Eh bien, la question a été soulevée 4 un moment 


SPF 


donné et sauf erreur, il y a de vos collégues journalistes qui 
étaient 14, ga été bien accueilli quand j'expliquais cette 
thése, que eux-mémes devaient se rendre compte qu'il y.allai< 
de l'unité du pays de savoir qu'ici on comprendrait par exemple 
qu'il a y 4,000,000 & peu prés de francophones dans Québec qui 
ne parlent pas d'autre langue que le frangais. C'est-a-dire 
qu'il y a autant de gens dans le Québec qui ne parlent pas 
l'anglais qu'il y en a dans l'ensemble des Prairies, population 
totale comprise. Alors il faut faire ce travail d'éducation. 


Je crois que les membres de notre Parti le font ce travail 


d'éducation. Je crois qu'un certain nombre de gouvernements 
provinciaux sont bien orientés dans ce sens. Mais c'est a la 
base, ce sont les gens des médias et ce sont les opposants de 

cette thése qui ont encore 4 se convaincre de la réalité d'un 


Canada officiellement bilingue. 


Orcas Une autre question, si vous permettez, dans un 

autre domaine. Ila &té bien 6tabli que l'objectif de ce Cabinet 
itinérant qui voyage 4 travers le pays avait pour but de rapprocher 
l'administration fédérale de la population. I1 faut reconnaitre 
quand méme que cette fois-ci ce déploiement ministériel a pris 
considérablement d'ampleur, une trentaine de ministres et 

sénateurs A travers trdéis province§- Etes-vous en mesure 

de dire d'apr@és vous qui aura le plus bénéficié de cette tournée? 


Est-ce la population ou le Parti libéral? 


PMs Eh bien, la question peut se poser aprés chacune 
des tournées. Evidemment, il se trouve que c'est le Parti 
libéral qui forme le Gouvernement actuellement, et je ne pense 
pas que ce soit possible de dissocier l'un et l'autre. Simple- 
ment, les observateurs objectifs savent qu'un des problémes 

de ce vaste pays, c'est que le Gouvernement fédéral n'est pas | 
assez présent dans toutes les régions. Parce que nous travaillons 
tous 4 Ottawa, parce que nous avons 14 cing jours par semaine 


a nous occuper de nos affaires, nous ne pouvons pas étre présents 


dans les régions. C'est pourquoi on regoit souvent de l'Ouest 
et de l'Est des requétes 4 l'effet que le Gouvernement devrait 
6tre plus présent, devrait se réunir plus souvent dans les 
différentes régions du pays. Nous avons effectivement depuis 
maintenant un an, un an et demi, fait des réunions du Conseil 
des ministres dans les cing régions: la région atlantique 
en september '76; ensuite Vancouver, ensuite Toronto,ensuite 
Montréal et maintenant ici. Ca va continuer, tant que 
le Gouvernement libéral continuera au pouvoir. Et nous estimons 
que c'est de l'intérét du pays qu'on puisse rencontrer comme 
Ga été le cas depuis trois jours, que la population puisse 
rencontrer son gouvernement fédéral. Et vraiment, il n'y a 
aucune espéce d'objection 4 cela sur aucun des plans que je 
puisse. concevoir. La population y a 6énormément avantage. 
Si en plus le Gouvernement peut comprendre mieux les aspirations 
locales, eh bien c'est aussi tant mieux pour le gouvernement. 
Cé genre de question n'a pas été posé par exemple 
quand nous nous sommes réunis a Montréal, ou quand nous nous 
sommes réunis a Toronto, ou quand nous nous sommes réunis 4 
Bathurst, Ou quand nous nous sommes réunis a Vancouver. Pour- 
quoi est-ce qu'il se pose tout 4 coup maintenant... Est-ce 


qu'on devrait s'interdire de venir dans l'Ouest? 


Q.3: Mr. Trudeau, this morning, your ministers in the 
agricultural session, talked about long range remedies for the 
current problem that the Canadian agricultural movement is 
demonstrating about with the beef. I was curious. A number of 
groups demanded or asked for some kind of immediate legislation 
to help the beef producers. I was wondering: does your Govern- 


ment have anything in mind over the short term to remedy the 


situation? 


PoM.: Well, as Mr. Horner explained in answer to another 


question, we have legislation now which permits us to do it. 


The Exports-Imports Act permits the Government to limit imports 
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of beef for instance in certain circumstances, and we have used 
this Act. And as Mr. Horner indicated, we are acting now to 
limit imports from New Zealand and Australia. There is the 
question of putting this power and this legislation in a further 
and distinct Act, a Meat Import Act or a Meat Trade Act, or 
something. Mr. Whelan told us this morning that he would want 
to discuss this with us in Cabinet next week. And we will be 
all ears. But I must repeat that this authority does exist 

now to control imports and exports and it is being used and 


it has been used in the past. 


MR. HORNER i might just add on that, point, just Of itnteresr, 
Cattle numbers in Canada, we have our house and this applies to 

the earlier question too, we have our house fairly well in order 
and the American situation has righted itself a lot. MTheir 

cattle numbers have come down from 127,000,000 heads to 116,000,000 
heads and so you can't place damages or claim damages against 

the country which has taken strides to get their house in order. 
Our cow numbers are down dratiscally and from last fall even. 

So I'm looking forward to a very, an upturn in the cattle prices 
you might say to the farmer and I'm looking forward to an 


optimistic year. 


One Prime Minister, some people shameless, cynics and 


skeptics as they are... 


PAM ast Live. just heard it in, French, I'm ‘sure I'm going 


to hear it in English: 


OF: -.-have said that this trip has been a thinly 
disguised election tour and since no real government work 


was done, the Canadian taxpayers shouldn't pay, for 1 "and 8 


wonder how you respond to that? 


Well, I can't conceive that some people, except the 


most rabid partisan, would entertain that kind of nonsense. 

I didn't hear it expressed when Cabinet met in Vancouver some 
year ago, I didn't hear it expresged when we met in Montreal 

as a Cabinet some three or four months ago, I didn't hear it 
expressed when we met in Toronto, I didn't hear it expressed 
when we met in the Maritimes, as a full Cabinet for a couple 
of days, listening to briefs, meeting the population, visiting 
the various regions, understanding their concerns, explaining 
Government policies and then coming together as a full Cabinet 
exchanging views on what had to be done and what should be done. 
I can assure you that some decisions were taken this morning 
whith are of very great importance in terms of what we will do 
for the West. We've talked to some here. I think that in the 
area of some of the native problems for instance, this meeting 
this morning was taine a very very important one and Ministers 
who attended the briefing session$this morning reported with 
some detail the actions which were, which should be envisaged. 
So, if we are going to respond to the need of the Canadians 

in this very vast land, to be seen to be their Federal Govern- 
ment, and that Ottawa not only be viewed as a distant capital 
it.it)S important tothe unity of this) cotntry¢that they,realize 
that the Government in Ottawa is also their government, that 

it is present physically to hear their concerns and to explain 
their policies, then indeed we will not have countered any of 
the centrifugal forces which are at work in Canada. So, there's 
obviously no apology for their Government meeting in different 
parts of the country. There's also often been a proposal as 
you know to have a western capital so that the Government could 
be there for months at the time. The problem with that is 


I suppose if we met in Vancouver, then the people of Regina 


would say: Well, that's just as far, just as distant emotionally 


as Ottawa and you're doing no good. So instead of having a 


western capital, we're having the Government increasingly present 


in the regions. Now, if this is the part of our jobs as 


governments, then there should be no excuse to come here in 


government planes anymore than there is when we go back from 
our constituencies to Ottawa -- Members of Parliament do that 
as you know at Government's expense, whether they are on the 
Government's side or in the Opposition's side -- they get free 
rides to the capital or from the capital back to their riding. 
So we're doing this as a Government. We don't apologize for 
it. We will continue doing it insofar as we are able and we 
can only lament the cynics who think that the Government should 
stay holed up in Ottawa and not be present with the people 
meeting their concerns. There may be a problem of timing. You 
might say: Oh that was all very well to do that last December, 
but you shouldn't be doing it in March. Well, I ask you: Should 
we stop being the Government when? In the six months before 
an“éliection» or a/yeancand awhal i «before an .election),).or wher 
is a reasonable period? It seems to me this kind of argument 
is one that we should always have earlier and earlier elections 
so that the cynics you described so lamentably would not be 
able to say: Well, this is a pre-election period. You know 
we've got another year and four months to go before the timing 
is up for another election. So what do we do? Do we stop acting 
as a Government for that whole period and ask the Liberal Party 
to take over the country? I think you would be the first to 


blame us. 


Ow: Mr. Prime Minister. Mr. Lang said that a decision 
of tremendous importance for the West was taken with respect 

to’ the Praixcie rail dinemrebuiilding,, and,.you;,,.yourself,.haszcited 
repeatedly the last couple of days, numerous decisions which 

your Government has taken to benefit the West. In keeping in 
mind your remarks last night that with three members sent to 
Ottawa, Saskatchewan appears to be well on its way to taking 

over the Government and into shifting government priorities 


towards the West. What would profit the West to send more 


members to Ottawa? 
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BM 08 Well, they'd get more, I Suppose. It's always a 

job for a minister from a province, whether it be Jack or Otto 

or Joe to take the floor and give an argument that something 
more should be done in terms of policy or in terms of legislation 
or in terms of funds for some particular projects. And this 

is the basis of our representative government that we have 
members there and ministers there who speak for their areas. 


Now, I don't think that the three gentlemen I just named are 


- od 
5, 4 ew 


‘cowed or intimidated by the fact that they are not numerous. 

But certainly the whole conception of our Parliament in a 
federal system is that we attempt to have as many members as 
possible on the government's side from the various regions. 

And I've said before that I find it a weakness in our Parliament 
that, for instance, the Conservatives don't have more members 

in Quebec and we don't have more members in the West. 


Eienes 


MR. LANG I was just wondering, Prime Minister, cwhether I coutd ad 
ff ¢ @,! ma ae 


“e%, 
9 that because I have the direct experience of having been there from 


Vag ii 7 


Saskatchewan alone for a while and then having had Ralph Goodale 


7 


and Cliff MacIsaac there alongside and while the things we are 
getting are curing certain of our ills. They're not unnecessary 
things for the West, but there is a case that has to be made 

and that's why I'm going to be very eager to have more top 


quality people that are there to try and do that job. 


MR. HORNER: If I might add a word, Mr. Prime Minister. I would 
like to think that I could do everything, but there is so much 


happening in Alberta, I'm not apologetic - I need help and there 


is just too much happening, too much going on all over in the 


oil, the gas industry, the tar-sands which you, Mr. Prime Minister, 


were very interested in yesterday, the cattle industry, the 


manufacturing industry. I'd be the first to admit that I need 


help and I want Alberta to send me some help. 


P.M.: I think Mr. Calamai is probably an Easterner 


on 3 lhe 


and he is afraid the West is going to take over this country. 
We'll match them man for man so you can relax on that. You're 


probably a European Canadian, judging by your name. 


(al lige re ie 
Oise Mr. Prime Minister, by the West taking over Canada 


do you mean Mr. Joe Clark? 


P.M.: Well, I made a_ noted speech in Edmonton a 


couple of nights ago. I'll send “you a transcript. Thank you. 


— : 
x Pubdiaas ke 
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TRANSCRIPT OF THE PRIME MINISTER'S PRESS CONFERENCE ae 
i \ OTTAWA, MARCH 16, 1978 - 4:30 p.m. *4 
TRANSCRIPTION DE LA CONFERENCE DE PRESSE DU PREMIER MINISTRE 
OTTAWA, LE 16 MARS 1978 - 16:30 
R. Monsieur le Président, je voudrais annoncer que 


le Premier ministre a décidé de nommer un président désigné au 
Conseil de recherches en sciences naturelles et en génie 4 compter 


du hee 


avril, dans la personne de Gordon MacNabb. M. MacNabb 
était sous-ministre aux Mines, 4 l1'Energie et aux Ressources et 
il sera dorénavant remplacer en date du méme jour, le ie avr dll, 


par M. Marshall Cohen, qui devient donc sous-ministre de 1'Energie, 


des Mines et des Ressources. 


Mr. Gordon MacNabb who is Deputy Minister of Energy, Mines 
and Resources has been appointed today as President designate 
to the Natural Sciences and ReNe. SSP Research Council of Canada, 
effective April lst and he will be replaced by Mr. Marshall 


Cohen who is presently ona year's study leave at Harvard 


University known to some people as Mickey Cohen. 


Q. M. le Premier ministre, j'aimerais vous demander 
des nouvelles des amendements constitutionnels, savoir a quel 
stade ils en sont et guand on peut s'attendre 4 ce qu'ils seront 


présentés. En supplémentaire, j'aimerais savoir Si lorsque la 


législation sera présentée, elle suivra la procédure normale ou 


si elle passera directement devant le comité parlementaire. 


R. Eh bien, comme je l'ai toujours dit, les plans sont 
les mémes. Nous comptons présenter ces mesures devant la Chambre 
des communes avant la fin de la présente session. Je n'ai pas de 


date plus précise 3 vous donner, malheureusement. Je regrette 


beaucoup, Catherine. 


O. Et quant au sort de la législation devant le 
comité? 
Re Eh bien, on verra comment la Chambre veut en 


disposer & ce moment-14. Comme d'habitude, ce sera une question 
& discuter entre les leaders parlementaires de la Chambre des 
communes, des différents partis. Les plans ne sont pas plus 


précis. que, Ga. LUimportant c°est de tenir a cet engagement de 


mesures qui seront présentées avant la fin de la session. 


OF M. le Premier ministre, hier en fin d'aprés-midi, 
vous avez rencontré M. Basford et M. Blais 

pour discuter entre autres, je pense, de l'affaire Cossitt. 
Est-ce qu'on pourrait savoir ot nous en sommes enfin dans cette 
affaire Cossitt? 

Rey Oui, je peux répéter ce que le ministre de la 
Justice a dit cet aprés-midi en Chambre, qu'il avait l'affaire 
Cossitt a l'étude, qu'il ne voulait pas se prononcer .4 la légére, 
qu'il avait consulté des autorités, et il comptait faire une 


déclaration bient6dt. Nous en sommes 123. 


Or; M." Te ‘Premier ministre) iste tun Sri aie der niece 
quia indiqué que les déclarations du Toronto Star sur ces | 
documents et Gégalement les déclarations de M. Cossitt, 
seraient de fort peu d‘impor tance)! @st—ce que "c “est pour! cetite 

raison qu'on attend, depuis quelque temps, un dénouement quelconque 


dans l'affaire Cossitt? 


Re Ce serait pour quelle raison? J'ai mal compris 


votre question... 


OF ...est-ce que c'est pour cette raison qu'on attend 
le dénouement... . 

Ro Eh bien, vous verrez par la déclaration, si le 
gouvernement croit que cela a dé l'importance ou non. Moi, j'ai dit 
cela oe 1 . a : 
que avait de l'importance, que la police elle-méme, le service 
de sécurité, m'a informé que effectivement, le coulage de certains 


documents pouvaient nuire considérablement aux intéréts du peuple 


canadien. Et je m'en tiens 4 cela, 


oe | 


of the questions to be debated in the coming federal election 
will be,in very simple terms: is the Federal Government borrowing 


Z, 


Oe 7 Mr. Prime Minister it is already clear that one 
heavily to finance its oth Bazi ct ahaeprop up the dollar going 
bankrupt. How will you PeEBene to that? 

A. TO Fieyee its ne deficit? Well, naturally | 
when you have a deficit you have to borrow whether it be one : 
‘ million or one hundred million, so anytime a government borrows 
whether it be federal or provincial or municipal it is financing 

a deficit. If it wanted to raise taxes instead of borrowing 

it could do that but in contracyclical budgeting it is generally 
recognized that when you want to stimulate the economy you 


borrow rather than raise taxes and so to the extent that that 


accusation as you say is made it won't be anything new at least 
/ as , (eayieae 


CRP ek ee : ae P : 
Since Maynard Keynes in 1936 it's been a recognized 
government practice. What was the other nart of the question? 
0; I have a supplementary question. Well, the 


Other part of the question was that the charge has already been 
made that because the government is having to borrow heavily 

to cover its expenses and because it's having to borrow and 
make arrangements to borrow to prop up the Canadian dollar 

that in effect the country, the government is living beyond its 
means and is in a sense bankrupt. 

A. Well surely, you know, this really doesn't make 
sense. You can ask or think what you want but, as I say, most 
governments in Canada today, I don"t know of any, which are not 
in some measure stimulating the economy and therefore which are 
not running deficits of a certain size and they are borrowing 


to finance those deficits and they are not bankrupt. As I had 


occasion to indicate in Alberta just last week, maybe you 


are giving me an easy way to make a point, thank you very 


much, the Canadian public debt is less than half the size it 


was just 20 years ago compared to gross national product, 


compared to the size of the Canadian economy we're borrowing 


considerably less now than we were 20 and 25 years ago and 


we 


Q. 


Dies 


Big @ 


weren't bankrupt then and we are not bankrupt today. 
Some years ago your own office hired an economist 
Vern Atrill of Toronto to conduct some special studies. 


Atrill has been delivering lectures in Canada and other 


countries and his remarks have been reprinted in financial 


newspapers in the U.S. in which he claims that: "The Canadian 


Government is the biggest bankrupt in town and one of the 


biggest in the world." Are you familiar with what Dr. Atrill 


has been saying and are you concerned that he has been delivering 


these lectures here and in the United States? 


TNC 


BE 


I wasn't familiar with that particular quotation. 


puzzles me somewhat because out of sheer coincidence I read 


something just about a week ago that was written by Dr. Atrill 


and it was quite buoyant about the future. So, maybe he's 


over-stating his case: things are terrible but they are going 


tO 


be great which is, you Know, a trick that orators sometimes 


use. 


Q. 
in 
is 
an 


an 


I wonder if you could spell out just a little more 
a little more detail Prime Minister what it is that Mr. Basford 
studying. I take it that as the Justice Minister if there is 
his opinion and in the opinion of his advisers evidence of 


errence Mr. Cossitt will be charged and “it there isn °c; he 


won't be charged and that a clear statement iS going to be made 


as 


to just what it is you got or don’ © have. on Mr. Cossiceu., is 


that a reasonable assumption? 


Dye 


ic© 


Nes, that 1S +a reasonable assumption. You have 


realize that when an offence is charged under the Official 


Secrets Act it isn't proceeded with in the Bice ERO Ege 


police going and swearing an are 


ormation and a judge issuing a 


summons or a warrant. In the case of the Official Secrets Act 


it calls for a fiat from the Attorney General. The Act 
specifically calls for that. So, this is a case where 

responsibility is on Mr. Basford's shoulders as Attornev | 
General. He can't say the police think this or think that. 
He has to make up his mind as the prosecutor I would say in 
this case whether he is going to prosecute whether the case 
can be successful, whether he has the right amount of proof 
and whether, in other words, the case can successfully be 


made before the tribunal and that is his decision and his 


responsibility and as he said in the House this afternoon 

he intended discharging that responsibility with all due 

care and caution. 

C. The word that he used was "soon" I think. It 

is now sometime since this investigation was begun. Over a 

week since some material was collected around the town and 
various people interviewed. Can you give us some idea when 
"soon" means, what "soon" means? 

A. Well, when he said "soon" that was about three, 

two and a half hours ago and I would say you should start 
counting "soon" from then which presumably would mean 

within a day or two. That would be my guess. 

Q. Mr. Prime Minister, could vou give reasons why 
there appears to be a hesitancy on the part of your government 
to bring in a budget this Spring? | 

A. Well, Mr. Chretien has given a few reasons and I 
can repeat them: he brought in the mini budget in October, 

cut taxes substantially in October. Those tax cuts took effect 
in January and February and before planning a further budget he 
wants to make sure that the effect that those taxes were supposed 
to have has taken place or alternatively if it has not taken 
place he will make a judgment on what kind of a budget is needed. 
Therefore, he is waiting for a proper assessment to take place. | 


Beyond that, one has had budgets in March, in April and in May. 


think we even had one in June in the past ten years, I'm not quite 


sure of that date, I know we had some in the Fall so you can 


peer I ie eA Ue Pe a eee an ee ae —— 


atm — a 


is going on for any length of time we will have a budget. 


(ap What about the Opposition accusation that you 
are reluctant to bring in a budget so you won't have to let 
the country know what kind of a deficit we ane acing? 

Bee Well, that obviously is a diate accusation because 
Mr. Chretien has stated that he will tonight in front of the 
Finance Committee make a statement about your precise concern 
what kind of a deficit the country has. He will give very 
precise facts on that and as to the other accusation that they 
wanted to discuss the economic situation well they've been 
doing little else in the past few months, so certainly 
Parliament is a good place to discuss it. 

Oo, Prime Minister, in the days following the start 
of the October Crisis which, I believe, was about the 5th of 
October, you said in the House of Commons at least four times 
before the end of the first week in November and I believe you 
said again a number of times in early 1971 that there would be 
a replacement of what was then and still is very controversial 
War Measures Act and I am not aware of any statement you made 
in the intervening period which explains why there has not been 
action on the part of your government on that question. I'm 
wondering what the reason is. 

A. Well, if you are not aware you must have missed 


a lot of press conferences and I've answered that certainly half 


a dozen times. The first is usually to point out that the 
question is incorrectly asked because the War Measures 
Act was replaced by another Act. The War Measures Act had 


an immediate effect because we had to act guickly in order to 
try and track down the terrorists and so on and we brought it 
in as you know by proclamation but within weeks in the House of 
Commons that War Measures Act was replaced by an Act of 
Parliament precisely of the kind that you are asking for. 
Admittedly that Act of Parliament has since expired and at the 


Miia wel cadduard: we Sti bu continue £6 sav. hat ideally the 


Criminal. Code or the Statutes of Canada should have some 


measure which would permit you as we did in November and December 


Cn ES OPA fe, act in emergency situations without having to 


proclaim the War Measures Act. The name of which is so 


horrendous. §0, I repeat we did bring in this measure. It 

was brought in, I believe, around mid November in 1970 and 
lasted two, three months, I guess. It would be desirable if 

we could amend the Criminal Code or once again the Statutes of 
Canada to permit in certain Mireiterances the government 
to act with all due haste without having to go through the long 
delay of getting writs, search writs and, you know, writs. 

Or | But in the face of a similar incident, your 
government presumably would resort to the War Measures Act 
because there is no replacement for it in the context? 

A. Unfortunately that is true. 

Oe May I ask a supplementary: the Prime Minister 
will remember I have raised that particular question with him 

a number of times including at a London Conference where you 
said that one of the reasons was that the Opposition has wanted 
too many other things it considered more important in terms of 
legislation. One of the other points you made was that the 
press hadn't really called for it. I wondered if those two 
factors still operate in explaining why you haven't come forward 
with the legislation. 

A. Well, it's a bit of a gamble. We know that if 
events apprehended insurrections, were to take place again we'd 
now be caught short without these special measures. We'd have 
to use the War Measures Act again. And, we know how distasteful 
the very name is. And I suppose that is a gamble which is 
taken by the government when it hasn't these past several vears 
brought forth a special measure which would give the government 
the power to do what we did in 1970 but under some other name. 
Now, in times when the crisis is past when everybody is rather 
relaxed and unconcerned this kind of legislative measure would 
“take a long time to get through the House of Commons and it's 
perhaps in that sense that I said what you quote me as saying ! 
that it's unlikely that the Opposition would within a few days 
give that kind of an amendment to the government and it's unlikely 
that the media would be urging the Opposition to go along with 

the government. In other words, I think most of us,the 

government ,Oppositions and general public would prefer not to 


face that problem in the hopes we'll never have to use emergency 


powers again and that's a risk that the government of the 
day has to take. If we had a lot of time and a lot of leisure 


I think we would bring such a measure before the Parliament and 


have it discussed and debated without Passion but I know as 


well as you do that the events of 1970 do evoke passion and 
that people would say: well, here's a government which is 
giving itself power to infringe civil liberties again and 
arrest without warrant and so on and I don't make any apologies 
that I thought then and I still think that the Statutes of 
Canada like the Statutes of most every democracy should 
contain certain provisions to act within emergencies where 
terrorism is being perpetrated. We don't have this power 
except under the War Measures Act and it's unfortunate that 

if the circumstances arose again, we wouldn't have this 
legislation but I repeat what I was saying to Mr. Taylor 
having used the War Measures Act for a period of a few weeks, 
we went to Parliament and we said: now, you be the judge, do 
we need this legislation and Parliament said: yes, in this 
particular crisis you do and they passed it but now the crisis 
is not with us, it's unlikely that they would pass it without 
lengthy debate and the government has in using its legislative 
time taken the gamble that we wouldn't need emergency powers 
as much we needed shall we say legislation now on the pipeline 
or legislation to amend the Labour Code or whatever, 

re Prime Minister, subsequent to October in 1970, 
the police with the knowledge and consent of the government 
sharpened their focus on political dissent particularly in 
Quebec and the evident product of that was the memo dated 
February 12, 1971, from John Starnes to the volice approving 


disruptive tactics, coercion and compromise. Coercion is 


coercion and compromise, I take it from the testimony that we 


have heard from the McDonald Commission could embrace blackmail. 


The Mounties who have been pretty careless about the safeguarding 
of certain documents that they have marked "Top Secret" haven't 
been able to find the terms of reference for this new G-4 Force 
that they set up. Given the government's encouragements and 
'70, can you enlighten us on what you 


consent after October 


thought you were getting at that time? 


A. I can in very general terms and without being 
able to confirm any exact dates. I do know that the police 
were distressed, we were distressed and I believe the genera] 
public was distressed that in front of the terrorism 
perpetrated over a period of several years by the FLQ and I 
say several years before 1970, all the way from the bombings 
to the raids on arsenals to the blowing up of rail lines, | 
a couple of murders one of a minister and one of a night 
watchman, we were pretty distressed that the police could 

give us a fair amount of information on the danger from the 
Communist countries but they couldn't give us much information 

on who were the terrorists in Canada and after those 
circumstances, I remember discussing with the then people 

in charge of the police and security the need to have more : 
information on our indigenous terrorists and this meant looking 
into in particular the FLQ and people who wanted to use 

terror and undemocratic means to further political ends in 
Canada to wit, separatism and this applied also to other 
forms of lawlessness in other parts of Canada which was taking 
place either in the universities or in other forms of clash 

and confrontations in the street so this is, you know, a 

very, very clear memory on my part that we asked the police 
to beef up their information in these areas. 

OF Mr. Prime Minister, I would like to lighten up 
your day: at the recent Liberal Convention your followers 


passed a resolution which is always close to my heart not to 


mention millions of other Canadians and that is for decriminaliza 
of marijuana. Is your government now ready to introduce such 
legislation? I know you have many pressing issues. 

A. Legislation was pressing news, you say? 

QO. I say you have many pressing issues but are you 
ready to decriminalize the use of marijuana? 

A. Well, I suppose what the government wanted to 
remind our delegates at that convention was that we were 
favourable to the decriminalization of Marijuana, that we had 
introduced legislation to that effect I guess it was last 


Parliament when it passed thiough the Senate or was it an 


earlier Session of this Parliament, I don't remember the 

exact date, and several Ministers spoke in favour of the 
decriminalization so that's a way of saying that the government 
stillthinks this is the right policy and that it should be 
passed but like many things this died on the order paper as 
many things will die on this order paper which are urgent 

and important and the important thing I think is that in terms 
of applying the present legislation the courts and the police 
officers have been told that we didn't consider simple 
possession to be as serious as it used to be. 

Q. Prime Minister I have asked you this question 
for the last three years and in the meantime thousands of 


Canadians, young Canadians, are ending up with senseless 


criminal records. You have been promising and promising and 
yet you don't seem to come across. mn 
A. Well, I repeat there is a lot of legislation 


which dies on the order paper because we can't get it through 
Parliament. There is no doubt when that was passed through 

the Senate and once again I don't remember the exact date, 

if we could have brought it in the House of Commons and passed 

it, we wouldn't have been hearing about it in these terms again. 
We'd probably be hearing about some other issue of decriminalizing 
trafficking or something like that but this has not happened 

and It sorry. Tt's like a lot of other good government 
legislation, it doesn't get through the House of «Commons. | 71 

we have an election we'd probably try and propose legislative 
reform or reform to the House so that we can move things forward 
with great expediency and we'd include that. Support us and 
you'll get decriminalized. 

Oe On a slightly different subject, I wonder if you 
could say whether you were disappointed at the results sof the 
Belgrade Conference and if not, what can you say it accomplished? 


pe Well, somewhat disappointed, yes. I don vt think 


that much conrete progress was effected. TS Eee Sele’ 


that the Helsinki Agreement was the right one since it permitted 
us at Belgrade and before and since toucontinve sto Teter stort 


as a beacon, as a statement of intentions, particularly by 


tha Ractern Block countries to be more respectful of freedom of 
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movement of peoples and of ideas and of what we call democratic 
rights and liberties and therefore I'm disappointed but T think the 
we were right to sign it at Helsinki that the document still 
stands and I'm hopeful that we will make every effort to 
continue to make progress. 

Q. Prime Minister, the Deputy Prime Minister in 


the House this afternoon when asked a question about potential 


legislative program for the post-Easter period spoke quite 
specifically about the pre-Easter period but not about afterwards. 
It is also understood that the Cabinet this week discussed 
various constitutional options to be included in the proposals 
in whatever form you decide to make them. “Those have also 
been understood to be the major hurdles which you wanted to 
get over before considering an election. I wonder what you 
would consider the likelihood now of a post-Easter session 

in the Commons? 

A. I would say it's rather great, just as great as 
it was last week. You know there is more chance that we'll 
have a session after Easter than we won't have a session after 
Easter. That was your question, wasn't it? 

Q. Prime Minister, I would like to return to Ken 
Lawrence's question about the so-called mini budget of last 
October. When it was put together, did you have a timeframe 

in mind as to how long you would wait and see, to see if those 
measures had an effect on the economy? Did you say six months, 


did you say five months, seven months or what or did you have 


no idea whatsoever? 


A. No, I do remember the question of timing was 
brought up because then you will recall that Mr. Chretien had 
just been named Minister of Finance and with his usual zest 

he wanted to bring certain stimulus fo ene economy, cut taxes 
in a certain way. He met with the provincial counterparts 

you will recall and proposed to them that together we share 
the costs of cutting out sales taxes. So, he was anxious to 
get rather quick effect and he had a choice then of having a 
normal budget someway into the session which would have been— 


we began I believe on the 18th of Octoberewhich would have been 


sometime in mid November, after we got through the Speech from 


the Throne and certain urgent measures, we would have gotten 
around to a budget or having a mini budget without the long 
debate which it entails which would take effect very soon on 
the lst of January and he opted for the most urgent date, the 
earliest one, even though it meant not going through the long 
normal budget debate. So, he had in mind the urgency 
of the measures and he had in mind that he would like to see 
them take effect as soon as possible. I believe there 
was then a question which was brought up about the income tax 
forms and that you had to do this quickly if you wanted it 
to take place in January and February rather than in March 
and April or May or whatnot, so, that was the reason why he 
went quickly and we said: well, the quicker you go, the 
quicker you'll be able to bring in the cuts and then the 
quicker we'll be able to shagener Ferree on the economy and 
I don't think it's unreasonable when you've injected a 
stimulus of some three-quarters of a billion dollars through 
these particular measures not to say the others, the ones of 
January and February, to see what it is doing to consumer 
demand. We had a report yesterday, was it from the Conference 
Board of Canada stating that I believe the investment intentions 
based on consumer intentions were up and that, I don't have the 
exact report in my neaae but Dt’ was "to “that seftectie You can 
look at it. I think it came out yesterday saying that the 
Outlook is bright’ for the rest of the year. They are making 
the judgment that the stimulus of January and February -- I 
don't want to put words in their mouths but I'm interpreting 
what I understand them to say and feel that the stimulus has 


taken effect and we can let it go. If Mr. Chretien reaches 


this conclusion, he obviously won't have to stimulate any more. 


If he feels there has not been enough stimulus he will 


want to stimulate more but it's perfectly reasonable for him 


to take his time to make that assessment because if he stimulates 


too much, as you know, it will not create jobs, it will 


create inflation. 


Q To put a supplementary Prime 


Minister, did you not set a deadline of any kind? 
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A. Well, if you are talking in terms of a SLEGlic | 

that you put around a day on the calendar, the answer is no. | 

I don't think you'd do that back in the end of September to | 

sort of say we will know by the 5th of March or by the. Sth of 

April, you know, you see how things develop. A budget, after 

all comes sometimes in March, sometimes in April, as I said, 

sometimes in May. Generally there is not this hallucination 

with it. It's just because you're thinking of other events 

that you want to know a particular date in March or April. 

ON Prime Minister, you said a few moments ago 

that if there is an election you might seek legislative 

reform in order to transact business in the House more , 

quickly. Do you feel that the Opposition is obstructing 

government business to the point where you're going to call 

an election on that issue and if there is an election, will | 

you campaign on that issue? i] 

A. No, the answer to both questions would be no, 

qualified as you put it in your question. There is obviously 

some obstruction when you get a motion to adjourn today and 

another was it yesterday or the day before and the parties are 

obviously saying they don't want to sit any more. They're | 

obstructing the discharge of government business. They don't 

want the legislation to pass. But, I wouldn't say that we'd 

campaign on that and that it would be a major issue. I think 

people out there generally say well, the government is the 

government, it has a majority, it should get its legislation 

through. We had this example not so long ago about somebody 

was complaining about the marijuana laws. You know, you are 

the government, get them done and it's no excuse, I think 

it's not alwavs acceptable as an excuse to say: well, you know 
we can't get all our legislation through. The Opposition doesn't 

co-operate. 

On Would you call an election on that? 

A. No, my answer is no but I would hope that a 

new Parliament would sit down and deal with this matter and 

make Parliament a bit more efficient White keeping it completely 


democratic and giving all parties time to say their piece | 


but going as I said many times before perhaps a little bit more | 
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in the direction of the United Kingdom where they spend one 
day on second reading. They don't take ten and eee as 
happened in some measures this session. On second reading 
they say we are for or against the principle and then they 
spend more time at the committee stage but these are such 
basic legislations that you'd think they'd have the Overwhelming 
support of an Opposition that thought it was ever going to 
become the government but obviously they don't think they 

will so they don't co-operate. 

Q. Sir, Mr. Chretien has said that he needs more 
time to decide whether any measures are necessary or not. You 
Say you endorse that view but if Mr. Chretien needs, let's say, 
until sometime in May or should need until sometime in May or 
later to decide what, if any, measures are necessary and vou 
were to decide to call an election, then there would be no 
possibility of a budget even if one were economically necessary 
or desirable so the question arises are you in effect saying 
that Mr. Chretien's judgment on whether a budget is necessary 
or not and his judgment on how long he has to wait to reach 

that conclusion, will those be crucial factors in your deciding 
whether or not to hold an election this Spring? 

A. They won't be the decisive factors but they'll 
certainly be considerations. If we thought for instance 

that certain measures to be taken before mid April and to be 
announced by then were clear and imperative for the good 
conduct of the economy then obviously I'd say we can't 

dissolve until then. If Mr. Chretien were to say: well, you 
know, I’m not sure I'll be able to tell you before the middle 
of June, I don't think I'd undertake to wait unt ibothen to 

make up my mind if we want an early ellect ionfo“onoth I°d say 
let's get the election over with and then we'll have the budget 
Cut taxes and everything and all those 


as soon as we return. 


popular things. We'd do them after the election rather than 


before. No, I think your question is well meaning because 


you're obviously a very intelligent young man. No, but, you 


know, they are linked but I don't think one determines the 


other. Mr. Chretien is the Minister of Finance and like 


been 
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previous Ministers of Finance he decides when he would like 
to have a budget. In normal years this causes no problems. 
If I see that we're on a clash course I'll say: well, have 
it sooner Jean or else have it rather later because I need 
an election but until I've decided I need an election I can't 
give him any guidance. I say: you do your normal planning, 
do your job as Minister of Finance and I'1l do mine and he 
respects that. 

Q. Prime Minister, do you have any personal 


preferences? Would you rather call your election in 1979? 


A. I would like to have got it over with last Fall 
but then people would have said: Aw, that's too soon, too 
soon. So, I waited and now to quote one pundit I made the 


worst political mistake of my entire career. 

OY Mr. Prime Minister, on the two hundred mile limit i! 
reported that negotiations have broken down and I'm wondering 

if that is in fact what has happened, what other routes are 
available? Will it have to go to political. levels to settle 
that question for Canada, our interests? 

A. Well, I'm a little bit embarrassed here because 


I'm not -- we are negotiating with the Americans and I don't 


want to make any announcement that would harm those negotiations.) 
I'll try to be cautious and maybe if it's useless caution we'll 
give you the truth a little later in an hour or so. I do know 
that I met Mr. Cadieux our negotiator and he said he was having 
difficulties on some final but very important questions, that 
many, many of the diffoult subjects had been -- tentative 
agreement. had been reached subject to the overall package and 
there are some difficulties in that last bit and I believe 

both negotiators have gone back to their principal. As I say 
Mr. Cadieux has come to me for certain instructions and I belly 
President Carter is also receiving Mr. Carver, I believe it is, 
so, I'm not quite sure what happens here. My inclination would — 
be to tell them to continue negotiating a bit more. I don’? 
think that I'd want to see a political decision imposed now 
either to break off or to do something unilaterally or 


arbitrarily but I can't say what is happening between the 


negotiators. 


@y One Supplementary: how much emphasis can we 
put on the goodwill that we have seen increasing between 
Canada and the United States with vour statement to Congress 
etc., those kinds of things? 

Ne In a sense that's why I'm so cautious in my 
ae I believe that goodwill exists. I believe our 
negotiators have made tremendous progress. And, I am inclined 
to believe that we should prolong their mandate a little bit 
but I wouldn't propose that unilaterally and because I don't 
know what President Carter has said at the other end I'm 
hedging a little bit but since I saw Mr. Cadieux on Tuesday, 
it's quite possible both negotiators have agreed on one course 
or another and we could tell you if you give External Affairs 
a call right after this press conference. They might say 

well we can't say anything more or they might say well, we've 
agreed to prolong or agreed to break off alternatively. 

Qi Prime Minister, a moment ago you were “ant eee 
citing the latest report of the Conference Board of Canada on 
economic prospects of the country in the next year. I wonder 
how you feel about that in light of today's news that the 
President of the Conference Board has just quit his job to 

run as the Conservative Candidate or to seek the Conservative 
nomination in Ottawa Centre? 

A. Well, I think that's a tremendous boost for 

us. If a man who is obviously a Conservative can say such 
nice things about the government they must be true. We'll 

use that in the campaign. No, seriously I think it just 
proves that Mr. deCotret is a professional and when he acts 

on the Conference Board he does, he calls things as he sees 
them. Now he's going to be a politician and he won't always 
call them as he sees them. 


Q. With the seal hunt going on we have had American 


Congressmen come up and deplore the hunt. We've also had 


a British M.P. plan to come then cancel the ctaap. s:Does ethic 


Government plan to do anything to put’ a better face or Give 


other governments what we see as the true facts of the seal 


hiintD 
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A. It's on the seal hunt but I'm afraid I was 

lost. Do we want to put a better face on it? 

ae Many government members of other countries 

are Peraamning Canada for the seal hunt. Is the Canadian 

Gaver nent planning to inform these governments about 

what they see as the true facts where the other people may 

be misinformed? 

by Well, I think you're probably rightfully 

making a distinction between members of legislative 

assemblies in other lands and the governments. I know of 

no government which has condemned the seal hunt. I stand 

to be corrected but I know of none. I do know of legislators, 

Americans and from other nations who have protested the seal 
who have 

hunt and/written to me to that effect and I've answered them 

as I've answered thousands of citizens around the world who 

write to me about that, that here are the facts and you've 

been misinformed and the seals, the seal hunt has been 

monitored by humane societies and the humane societies say 

that the killing is humane and that it's being monitored by 

scientists who are saying we're not depleting the herd, that 

the culling of it is no different than culling other animals 

scientifically, to other herds scientifically to make sure | 

that they don't multiply at a rate which would destroy 

his environment or the fishery and thirdly we say that 

you've probably been caught up a little bit in your emotions 

but go down to the abattoirs and you'll see a lot of blood 

and a lot of killing and that is something which takes 

place on this world of ours that every species has its 

predators and man is a predator of many species. The 

important thing is that we don't let that instinct or that 

need to eat food or to use pelts lead us into erroneous 

judgments about protecting the species itself. 

Q. Mr. Prime Minister last week I went through a 

very novel experience although I've been in the news business 

for a good many years when I was visited by the police with 

a search warrant and they seized some unaired film that we 


had taken in connection with a press conference Mr. Cossitt 
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had given. I think Bruce Phillips of CTV was in the same 
position. I complied with the order on that occasion but 
since then I've worried a good deal about the presence of 

the police in the offices of news organizations. The 
newspapers this morning carried another report of “police 
visiting a newspaper in Ontario to seize all negatives in 
connection with photographs that had been taken in relation 
with a labour dispute. It seems to me that no matter what 
the legalities are that if the police used that as a parce: 
routine investigations the whole system breaks down. The 
impression is given that if your photograph is taken, if 
film is taken by a journalist, if you talk to a JOE ra last, 
if he takes notes, that that is almost the same as having 
that material put into a police file immediately. I would 
like to know whether you're concerned about the presence of 
police in the offices of news organizations. 

A. Well, you say one should be concerned because 
if ‘you talk to a journalist you might end up in the police 
file. It seems to me if you talk to a journalist, as I am 
doing now, it's because you intend ending up in the files of 
everybody in the land. So, what is wrong with the police 
ivstening to-what Im “Saying publically, to] you, om lastening to 
what Mr. Cossitt said publically to you and! others? I really 
can't see why the press would be sensitive about that. If 
somebody is talking to the media presumably it's because he 
wants to be heard. And” should’ the polrce*betthe only ones 
in the land that can't hear what a man wants to be heard by 
everyone else. 

om Well, when are they going to talk to Mr. Cossitt 


then instead of coming rummaging around our files? 


A. Well, what is your complaint? 
Q. I mean af it was a public statement —— 
A. You've recorded what Mr. Cossitt wanted to make 


public. Why don't you co-operate with the police 


Well Prime Minister there's a great many things 


Q. 
that might be said to us which are in confidence or unused and 
we don't want to make them public. 
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Q: Monsieur Trudeau, il y a 10 ans, vous étiez élu 

chef du Parti Libéral du Canada. A ce moment-14, on 

avait déja ce probléme de l'unité nationale qui était 

devant vous. Dix ans aprés, est-ce que vous avez 1'impression 
que les données du probléme ont évolué ou est-ce que le pays 


en est encore au méme point? 


Re: Cela ne fait pas de doute que le pays a 6volué. 
Il y a 10 ans, nous étions encore 4 lire le rapport B.B. 
qui recommandait une sorte d'égalité linguistique et disait 
gue c'était essentiel pour l'unité nationale que cette 
€égalité soit parachevée. Je pense que si vous regardez ce 
seul point, vous verrez un progrés considérable non seulement 
€& la loi sur les langues officielles mais 1'augmentation 
trés nette et réelle du pourcentage de francophones 4 Ottawa 
dans les postes de commande 4 tous les niveaux: au niveau 
exé6écutif, au niveau intermédiaire et au niveau de nominations 
par arrété-en-conseil. Je pense que l'objectif, il y a 10 ans, 
était de prouver aux Québécois qu'ils pouvaient parfaitement 
se réaliser et avoir accésS aux postes de commande dans ce pays 
&@ tous les niveaux politiques et ceci a 6té prouvé. Pour ce 
qui est de l'action dans les autres provinces, évidemment, 
le progrés est plus lent et méme on peut dire qu'au Québec, 
| at y a eu un certain mouvement rétrograde. Alors, pour ce 
_ qui n'est pas contr6lé par le gouvernement fédéral, je ne peux 
| pas dire que les progrés aient été €normes, mais si vous prenez 
| les provinces une @ une, vous verrez certainement que le 
nombre d'écoles dans des provinces comme 1'Ontario ou 1l'Alberta 
_ méme, of maintenant l'enseignement se donne en frangais, ou 
l'enseignement peut se donner aux minorités francophones, a 
augmenté considérablement. Ici méme Aa Ottawa, les écoles 


0 : ‘ ‘ . : 3 as sont 
d'immersion frangaise qul n'existaient 4 peu prés p 


maintenant nombreuses. Alors, certainement qu'il y a évolution 
et dans le bon sens, et je n'hésite pas 4 dire que sans 

cette Gvolution-14, l'option séparatiste serait beaucoup 

plus populaire au Québec. C'est parce qu'il y a un nombre 
considérable de Québécois, a ce qu'on me dit la majorité, 

qui oeore encore au Canada parce qu'ils ont vu que le 

progrés est vraiment possible quand on envoie 4 Ottawa 

des représentants qui peuvent convaincre leurs concitoyens 


de la justice de leur cause. 


(i Monsieur le Premier ministre, en déposant cette 
semaine ces amendements au code pénal afin de permettre 
l'utilisation des deux langues officielles devant les 
tribunaux canadiens, le ministre de la Justice, M. Basford, 
déclarait que quatre provinces semblaient disposées 4 

appliauer quasiment immédiatement cette loi, vous avez parlé 
du Manitoba, du Québec, du Nouveau-Brunswick et de l'Ontario. 
Hier, le Procureur général du Manitoba, M. Mercier, déclarait 
que lesteotits de cette application seraient exhorbitants et 
qu'il fallait bien se rendre compte que cette loi visait 
avant tout a protéger la minorité anglophone du Québec 


Est-ce que c'est auSsi votre point de vue? 
g 


R: Ce n'est certainement pas mon point de vue 
La minorité anglophone du Québec n'a pas besoin, pour 

le moment, de cette protection puisque le juge en chef de 
la Cour supérieure du Québec a jugé que cette protection 
existait en vertu de la constitution,en termes généraux: 
la présence des citoyens devant les tribunaux. Alors dans 
notre-esprit; c'est une loi qui, au contraire, cherche 3 
faciliter de partout cette acc&®s aux tribunaux d'instance 
criminelle, d'instance pénale, l'accés aux citoyens dans 
l'une ou l'autre des langues officielles. Nous nous rendons 
compte que ce nfest pas possible d'espérer que du jour au 
lendemain on trouve des jurés en nombre suffisant dans des 


provinces comme la Colombie ou dans certaines régions de 


l'Alberta, etc. Mais l'important, c'est qu' effectivement 
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le ministre nous a fait rapport que quatre provinces pouvaient 


Maintenant ou trés bientdt y avoir accés, nous permettant ainsi de 
proclamer cette loi dans leur province. Bien sir, il y aura 


une question de cot qui est toujours A discuter. 


Q: Est-ce que le fédéral est prét 43 assumer ces Scouts, 


parce que M. Mercier disait espérer que le fédéral pourrait 


y partic .per? 


R: La question n'a pas 6té posée encore et nous n'avons 
fait aucune garantie dans ce sens. Nous espérons que 

les provinces qui ont l'administration de la justice A leur 
charge pourront défrayer les frais de cette administration 
de la justice. Mais comme je l'ai dit 4 plusieurs reprises, 
Si les provinces veulent que nous prenions en charge les 
minorités,anglophones au Québec et francophones dans les 
autres provinces, Si les provinces veulent que nous assumions 
juridiction directe vis-a-wis ces gens-la, soit 

dans le domaine scolaire, soit dans le domaine de la 
juridiction législative ou : judiciaire, nous sommes préts 

a un amendement constitutionnel qui nous donnerait la 
juridiction et qui nous obligerait 4 payer effectivement. 


Alors, tout cela se discute. 


Q: Comme le disait mon coll@gue, vous avez déposé ce 
projet de loi qui va permettre aux francophones pour la 
premiére fois de se défendre dans leur propre langue devant 
les tribunaux ou du moins en mati@ére criminelle. Cependant, 
M. MacEachen aujourd'hui, en annongant l'ordre du qOuL Nn’ a 
pas annoncé discussion de ce projet de loi. Est-ce que c'est 
votre intention de pousser pour que ce projet de loi soit 
adopté avant le déclenchement d'6élections ou est-ce que 


vous croyez que l'on peut attendre les 6événements? 


Rt Je crois que vous avez mal compris. M. MacEachen 
et moi d'une fagon plus indirecte, nous avons dit en Chambre 
que nous voulions que ce projet de loi passe le plus tét 
possible et que si l'Opposition pouvait s'entendre avec nous 
pour que ce projet de loi passe dans une trés courte période 
de temps, nous ferions un accord pour passer ce projet 

de loi le plus t6t possible. Je vous rappelle seulement 
aussi que un député de la région d'Ottawa, M. Jean-Robert 
Gauthier, a présenté un projet de loi privé dans le méme 

sens et le gouvernement l'a appuyé.il y a déja un bon moment. 
Et c'est devant lai faillite de voir ce projet de loi appuyé 
par les partis de l'Opposition que nous avons introduit 

le projet d'amendement au code pénal et nous sommes préts 

a le passer le plus t6t possible si nous obtenons le minimum 
de collaboration de 1'Opposition.Evidemment, s'il n'y a pas 
d'élections bient6t, nous prendrons le temps qu'il faut 

mais si les élections doivent venir dans une période rela- 
tivement courte, nous espérerions gu'un certain nombre 

de projets de loi d'ordre prioritaire soient passés et M. 
MacEachen a mentionné que justement dans ce domaine-1a 


il espérait que l'Opposition s'entendrait avec lui. 


Q: On the subject of the budget, you have said repeatedly, and 
even consistently, that you feel that there isn't very much money in the 
federal treasury and it would be irresponsible to introduce major tax 
cuts at this time. I wonder then what you really can offer in a budget 
and why you feel it is necessary to bring in One, apart from the fact 
that the Opposition has asked for it? 

A: Well, the substance of the budget obviously will give vou the 
answer to your question. I had always consistently said that there had 
been some substantial tax cuts in last year's budget which were taking 
effect this year, that there was substantial tax cuts announced last 
November which took effect in January and February, and that the Minister 
of Finance would be assessing the effect of those on the economy; and 
that when a budget came - because he has never said there would be no 
budget; he has always refused to be nailed down to a date before the end 
of March because he felt that was too soon to make this assessment, 
particularly for the January and February cuts. But he is in the 
process now - he has been, I would say, over a period of several weeks 
in making this assessment and you will see in the budget the result of 


that assessment. 


Q: Why do you feel though that a budget was required at this 
time? 

A: Why would I feel that? 

Q: Yes. 

A: Because a budget normally would come in the spring of a year 


and that budget, whether it increases taxes or whether it cuts them or 
whether it is perfectly neutral, is one which is putting before the 
country the state of the economy as seen by the government and the 

policy measures which it believes should be taken - once again either 
positive, negative or neutral - to deal with this economic situation 

as it is seen. It could easily have been held later in April or in May 
if that had been the desire of the country. But if there is a chance of 
an early election, we want to go to it with the assurance that the people 


won't think that we are afraid to deal with the economic realities. You 


wouldn't want that, I am sure. 


Q: Maybe as a tenth anniversary present, Mr. Prime Ministers 1 


should pass. 
A: That would be nice. 
QO: You have talked about constitutional changes a lot in the ten 
years, and even before, and you did say on a couple of occasions that you 
were expecting to present something to parliament before dissolution, and 
I wondered where you stood on that at the moment; and if constitutional 
change is not what you consider your most important accomplishment in 
ten years, what is? | 
A: Well, what I have always indicated - and it was the words in 
the Speech from the Throne: that in the course of this session we intend 
presenting the same constitutional measures, and that is still our 
intention. I have no idea when this session will end but I would hope 
that it would not end before we had time to present these constitutional 
measures. 

And you are asking what my most important accomplishment is? 
Os The second part of that question was: that if constitutional 


change has not been the accomplishment you are most proud of, what is 


the accomplishment in the ten years that you are most proud of? 


A: Do you have a bit of time? 
Ox Well, I said one. 
A: They are all so important, I don't think you should nail me 


down to one. If you want a little list, I am prepared to give it to you. 
a: Can we hear the list? A short one. 

A: All right. I think I answered part of the question when I was 
dealing in French with the linguistic equality and to the translation 

of that not only in the laws but in the practice of the French-speaking 
Quebec presence in the federal system at all levels of the public 
service and of Order-in-Council appointments. I think that was a very 
important accomplishment, one which was only a dream at the outset, 
something vague in the aspirations put forth by the B and B Commission. 

But I think the best way to look at this would be to sort of 
ask yourself what outstanding problems existed in 1968 and how many of 
them are still with us. 

I do think that if you are looking at foreign relations, for 
instance, China, the third option, the pacific rim, attitude towards the, 
Third World, creation of the International Research Development centre : 
and so on, most of the problems which existed in a strident fashion | 


there have been attacked and dealt with, though by no means all resolvec 


But certainly the directions of policv which were needed then have been 
taken. | 

I would include in that actions in the area of Canadian 
sovereignty, the fisheries closing lines on the east and west coast, the 
proclamation of the 200 mile limit, the pollution prevention legislation 
in the north, all these areas which were extremely important for the 
assertion of Canadian sovereignty and which have now been taken, and 
taken-in a way which is accepted by the world community. I mean, that 
is just in foreign affairs. 

What else then? Well, there was great concern, I remember, 
about the environment, about capital punishment, about the capital gains 
tax, about amendments to the criminal code in the areas of sexual conduct, 
about the divorce legislation - all these have been dealt with: all these 
have either been disposed of or a certain important step has been taken 
in terms of greater response to the present social requirements of 
Canadian society, in the area of social legislation also. 

I guess the first act of our government, though the legislation 
had been dealt with before, but the first thing we did was proclaim 
the Medicare legislation and, you know, there has been a substantial 
reform in family allowances - a quadrupling of it, indexing of pensions, 
and particularly in those areas which help the under-privileged. So 
most of the problems which existed in those days, and which were 
spoken of rather vocally, have been dealt with. But shall I go on with 
the list? 

Q: As a supplementary, perhaps you could hold some of the rest 
of that long list for the campaign; I am sure we will hear about it, sir. 

I wanted to ask you in terms of legislation. You mentioned 
earlier about Opposition co-opaation in passing legislation relating to 
language ot trials. Are you now considering legislation either as part 
of Bill C-28 or separately to ensure that there will not be a postal 
strike during an up-coming election campaign? 

AS Yes, we are. I think we will want to consult the opposition 
on that. As you know, the PSSRA (Public Service Staff Relations Act) 
‘amendments before the House do have a provision which would do for the 


'nublic sector what exists now in the private sector —- jn, other words, that 


aeetrike cannot. come up when parliament is dissolved. It can be post- 


2oned by an Order-in-Council «and that was done to the Labour Code for 


the private sector. We would want it to apply to the public sector too 

and it is normal that that be done in the amendment to the Public Service 

Staff Relations Act. But unless we can get co-operation from the 

Opposition to pass that clause of that Bill, or the whole Bill, hopefully 

and I would be prepared to give them a sufficient number of days 

provided we could have a time limit, of two, three, maybe five days of 
debate, then that should solve the problem. If we think this is not 

possible, we will have to consider perhaps specific legislation. Since 

the strike does seem imminent and is predicted in the course of the 

spring by CUPW, we would have to consider legislation, to not prohibit the 

strike but just to indicate that it should not be held in the course of 

an election because that would obviously disrupt the democratic electoral 

process. So much is needed in the course of an election to be 

communicated through the mails in terms of organizing the election and 

in terms of communicating information and so on, and we would hope that 

we would have co-operation from the Opposition - once again not to remove 

that right of strike but just to ensure that it not be exercised in the 

course of a democratic consultation like a general election. 

Or: If the Opposition resists, sir, would you proceed on your own 

anyway before dissolving parliament? 

A: Well, that is a bit hypothetical in-its forms4+I wouldohope 

that they would not resist. I would hope that they would agree with us; 

that we don't intend it as a partisan matter and it is for the sake of 

every party and for the parliamentary system itself that we would take 

steps to ensure that a strike would not be held in the postal services. 

I would hope that they would agree to such a measure. If they don't, you) 

ask me the question again next week. 

©: Mr. Prime Minister, someone sent me a copy of the Liberal Party 

document which sets out the instructions to canvassers. It is over the 

Signature of Joe Cruden, who is the Finance Chairman of Ontario. 

The one thing in it that struck me as interesting was the 
objective that the canvasser was to put to the corporate head office 
presidents if they could, that they were to ask for one-fifth of one 
percent of the company's net earnings - that is, the difference between 


the earnings after taxes and before. This envisages really enormous | 
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sums, if you think that just in the last quarter alone industrial 
corporations have something like, Statistics Canada estimate, $2-1/2 
ballion net profit. I just wondered: are you surprised at the scale 
of the need for funds for your campaign as represented’ by that figure 
of one-fifth of one percent and, if you are, where is the balance to 
be made in view of all the legislation that your government has put 
through that is in effect financing the elections through the public 
treasury? 

A: Well, I am surprised at two things: first, that Mr. Cruden 
would have sent you this document. Maybe he wanted your constructive 
criticism of it and perhaps that is what he will get. 

On the second point, I would certainly be surprised that 
what you call the enormous sums would be required, precisely for the 
reason that you say: we all have a limited amount that can be spent 
during an election period and perhaps this rule might apply to certain 
small companies; I don't know. But I am aware that the fund raisers 
have indicated that there was a maximum beyond which they would not 
receive funds from a large corporation, because we don't want to be 
indebted to any small number of large companies. 

Q: There is no mention of -- there is a minimum. They are not 
to take less than 1,000. 

But I just wondered - a supplementary question: how much 
do you conceive the Liberal Party - how many millions will your Party 
need from sources like that for this Campaign, given the other 
contributions that will flow from constituency recapture? 

\ A: I don't think I could give you that figure offhand but I 
would be prepared to say that we should be able to do it for about 


20 percent less than the Tory Party. 


Q: You didn't list among your accomplishments the setting up of 
viable medical research infrastructure in Canada during the last ten 


years. 


I have a letter signed by you in March P3IthPpLise 7 setesrie 


‘anadian Federation of Biological Societies that went to Dr. John...... 
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and you said the proposed budget increase in Medical Research Council 
this year is 7.8%. I am wondering if you have maybe found a hitherto 
undiscovered error in the blue book, because the blue book has 5.8% as 
an increase for the MRC, and that is confirmed by the Honourable Judd 
Buchanan, the Liberal Whip from Hamilton-Mountain, Hansard, March 7 - 
and I won't bore you with that. But a strong case can also be made of 
the increase - in fact, only 3.8%. The mathematics are boring, so I 
will hold you to 5.8. 
The question is: if you say that the increase is 7.8% and 
your Minister says it’ 5.8% - and these are not insignificant figures 
because 20% of Canada's medical research projects from last year have 


been ditched in the MRC figures and that's a lot of jobs. Why the 


discrepancy? 

notice. 
A: Well exactly, I would be very happy to take your question as/ 
Q: Prime Minister, my question relates to the quality of your 


leadership. And in view of the fact that Mr. Chretien has asked 
Canadians to vacation in the country because it is necessary to keep 
Canadian dollars in the country for the good of the economy, I am 
wondering what quality of leadership you think you and your Ministers 
are giving who have recently vacationed outside the country? 

A: Oh, I think one has to use one's individual judgment. We 
don't have exchange controls on in Canada. I don't think we would 
envisage them either. I think we have to rely on the individual 
Canadian's judgment, how much travelling should he do, how much of it 
should be in Canada, how much should be abroad. 

I think Mr. Chretien stated forcefully an opinion that he 
is adhering to. I think it is good advice. Personally, I took my 
vacation in Canada last summer and I would advise you and others to take 
their vacations in Canada. If somebody didn't, I would not make a 
great fuss about it. 

Oz Well, sir, I just wondered if you would answer the question 
and tell me what you think Canadians will think of your government 


preaching one thing and doing another? 


A: Well, I hope they would listen to my advice to try and stay 


in Canada; but if some didn't, I would not make a great fuss about it. | 


Utqvelie \isye fulbll - 
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Q: : Mr. Prime Minister, some terrible cynics have suggested your 
recent Senate appointments amounted to little more than clearing some 
political dead-pins away to make room for new candidates- So I am wondering 
if you could tell us why Joe Guayand Stanley Haidasz were appointed to 
the Senate. . 

The second point of that question: do you think it detracts 
in any way from talk about Senate reform that is very current now? 

A: ; Well, I don't know who the cynics are but I suspect you might 
be one of them. You give an example of two Liberals. You forget that 
we appointed two Tories at the same time and you don't ask questions 
about them. You don't ask about the two women appointments that we 
made either. You take two out of seven and you express some cynicism 
about this. 

Look at the overall, look at the package, and ask yourself, 
Miecnere 15 gOlng to be a Senate, if this.isn't the proper kind “of 
balance to have: a few women, a few Tories, a few Liberals - all bright 
people into the Senate at this time, people who serve their community 
well in various capacities, either as public figures or as private 
figures. 

But, you know, you talk about Stan Haidasz. He is a Member 
of Parliament since 1958. You know, twenty years is a long time to 
serve your people and get through election after election, to give 
yourself to the service of your constituency for that time. He is 
also the first Canadian of Polish origin to be sent to the Senate. 

To me one doesn't have to make an apology for that. I am sure the 
Canadians of Polish origin are very glad to have Mr. Haidash in the 
Senate. As a matter of fact, I have had representation at least for 
the past five or seven years telling me that the Federation of Polish 
‘Canadians would like to have a Canadian of Canadian-Polish origin in 
the Senate, and if I could possibly see my way to.let Mr. Haidasz 

leave the House of Commons, he would be an ideal candidate. So I think 
they probably have less cynicism than you about that. 

. am sure thc Franco-Manitoban population feel the same thing: 
it's time they had a French-speaking senator from Manitoba. I am sure 
the Jewish population of Newfoundland felt the same thing about 
4r. Marshall. 


We try to have a Senate which represents the various groups 
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of the community. I know that the people who are concerned with -- 
every time I scratch my nose, don't take a picture. You will waste a 
lot of film. I scratch my nose all the time. 
Just listen to the clicks: 

Florence Bird who is in the Senate, she was the head of the 
Royal Commission on the Status of Women; why don't you express some 
cynicism about that. I think she will be a very good senator. 

Who else have I forgotten? 

Os Hult Roblin 
A: You would probably even agree with that, Charles. Here's to 
ten more years} 
Oe Sir, since you are discussing appointments anyway, would you 
give us your thoughts on the Lieutenant Governors of Quebec and British 
Columbia who are due for appointment next month? 
A: Yes. I think we should have a Lieutenant Governor appointed 
reasonably soon in both of those provinces. I think it should be a 
distinguished Canadian of either sex and of reasonable age, and a 
person hopefully who could serve the role of a representative of the 
Queen in the provincial legislation with dignity and competence. 
Os Do you have a timetable for such a paragon, sir?. 
A: Yes: before the end of the month. I think we would be able 
to find one in the province before the end of the month. 
QO: Mr. Prime Minister, the latest Gallup Polls shows that your 
party is continuing to improve. Is it your assessment now that your 
Party could win a majority in the coming election; and, if the question 
isn't too simple-minded, apart from the budget, what are you waiting 
FOE? 
A: Well, I suppose this rejoins my earlier answer: there are 
several items on the order paper which I would like to see passed before 
dissolution and hopefully, by taking a bit more time, we will get co- 


operation and pass several such items. 


Certainly we would want to see the pipeline legislation come : 
back from the Senate, we would want to see the post-inflation | 
legislation dealt with, and there are some other items that I mentioned 


earlier. That would take us somewhere into the spring. 


But I repeat: if we can't get - and as I said to the 


{ 
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Conservative y.use leader this afternoon - we Been theta weraresnce 


getting substantial co-operation from the Opposition parties, if they 
want the House to bog down well, then, we won't wait forever to get that 
legislation through. But it's just possible A they will want to 
co-operate to have this very important legislation passed. 
Q: When you say you won't wait forever, that means you have 
some kind of a timetable in mind, obviously, in terms of the 
desirability of an election Obviously without giving an election date, 
can you narrow it down to some time before the end of June? 
A: Well, forever is a very long time. Obviously I would narrow 
it down to the constitutional limits. I couldn't go beyond July 1979, 
not even if I wanted to. But I would think that every four years is a 
normal time for an election, four years more or less - a bit before, a 
bit after. You didn't want me to have it earlier than four years, so 
you don't mind to have it a bit later than four years. But it would be 
mote Ol less that, four or five, give.a year or two; give.or take a 
Wied (OG two. 

Look, don't catch cold waiting out at the Governor General<, 
Os Prime Minister, in the last election vou made a number of 
promises to the Canadian people. By my count you have only kept about 
half of them. So as we head into the next election, how do you defend 
that record? 
A: Well, I suppose I would check your count for one thing and 
then I would say that what we have passed is all quality legislation, 
and some of the things which were not passed were due to the obstructionist 
tactics of the Opposition who, as you know, have wasted time and time 
again. What was it? Twenty-one days to pass a simple budget bill; 
endless debate on some issues which should have been dealt with on one 
or two days and second reading. But I think it would be easier for me 
take notice of your cuestion and check your list and see if I agreed with 
it, and then I would provide the rationale for what we did. 
Q: Well, I think some of the measures are obvious - stick out 
| rather obviously. The urban transit grants that were promised haven't 
_been carried through one 


A: Well, not in whole, but it has in part. 


Q: The loans for the working poor that was promised has been 
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scrapped. The licencing of lenders that was promised has been scrapped. 
Stage two of the compet ition bill you reintrocuced, but obviously 
with not much intention of proceeding with it. These aren't measures 
you can blame on the Opposition. 

At Well, some of them we have proceeded with, in partie, |For 
instance, the urban transportation legislation. We have said that 
because of the state of the Canadian economy, we would not want to 
spend - whatever it was - the full 500 million but we would spend 100 
Mil on ataeends tame 

The competition bill, your assertion is not Conrect 2a Wwe 
would like to get that passed. We have not been able to get a timetable 
agreed on much of the legislation which is before the House of Commons 
now. 

Inevitably, whenever parliament is dissolved, there will be 
some items of our electoral promises are left on the order paper or not 
even brought into legislation. You will recall that we had the firse 
session which lasted almost two vears because it took us that much 


time to get some basic legislation through. | 


It 1S an easy game to sort of say, "You promised all these 
things and you only did some of them." If you could show where, in 
the unrollment of Cabinet and parliamentary time - you know, if we 
had taken endless vacations and fooled around with absolutely useless 
legislation and so on. ‘But I submit that parliament, dneluding, aus 
Parties, have been dealing with substantive legislation. They could 
probably, if the government had its way, done it quicker. 
But unless you make a case that parliament really didn't work “Rarge 
it is difficult to see that the government alone is to blame for the 
legislation which was not passed 

You recall the debate on capital punishment; that took a very 
long period off time. You ould say, "Well, it should “have beon 


Shorter." Sure. We say it should have beén shorter too on the budget 


bills from last year; but it wasn't. 


Opposition Parties like to talk a let on-each of cthe bile 


and, when they do, naturally our members say, "Well, weleGantt len nal 


have all the pariiamentary time. We want to ta Verteq.. And thatiaa 


na C ; ‘ - 
tural Movie a momber who ies been elected and who wants Hae TOE to 


Ge 


be heard in parliament. That is the way the system works. 

I think if we went with closure very often, you would accuse 
the government of being arrogant, heavy-handed and riding rough-shod 
over parliamentary rights and so on. 

That is another thing we have done in the past ten years: we 
have really done a lot for parliament. We have financed the research 
of the Opposition parties. We have set up a committee structure which 
would permit the committees to examine in depth the budgets of various 
departments. We have permitted parliament to have a certain number of 
Gays “something like’ 25 ‘or 28 a-year - so that they’ could use these 
days on Opposition time. I think we have genuinely attempted to enhance 
the rights of parliamentarians. It has not worked as well as we want. 
Wc always hope, and we continue to hope, that in a new parliament we 


would be able to have some form of time allocation and say, "Okay. 


There are ten bills on the order paper. You have all seen them. They 
have been given first reading. Let's sit down and try and agree that 
we will pass them all in a period of, say, 30 days." But we have never 


been able to do that. 
©: Prime Minister, with the dismantling of controls about to 
begin, I would like from you an overall assessment of the two and half 
years of wage and price controls. Has it been worthwhile, if you had 
me Pporosald over again? 
A: I don't think we would have had any choice. Had we had it 
to do all over again, I think we would have done it the same way. 

I understand other countries who are looking at controls, 
are looking with admiration at the way we did dt,.not complete controls 
of everybody, but controls of the bigger decision-makers in the society; 
controls brought in not just because inflation was high but brought in 
at the time when inflation was principally caused by domestic factors 
rather than international ones, and controls ended at a time when the 
domestic factors had subsided as causes Of inflation, and when 
inflation which remained and which remains too high is not mainly 


caused by domestic factors. 
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Where wages have been brought down from an average of 22% 
increase on a yearly basis in 1975, for six months of 1975, calculated 
on a yearly basis, or down 22% to, now, something between 7 and 8, you 
can't say that they are now the cause of double digit 2nftlation. 

£48) he extent th t food (much of which is imported) and energy 
(much of which 1s importe 
are high cost and the costs have increased consistently over the past 
Enree Years — several years - to the extent that these add to the cost 
of living, we say no form of controls can bring those costs down. 

What we want to do is be more economic in our use of energy and so on. 

So I think the assessment would be a positive one. It was 

done largely due to the skill and the hard endeavours of the Anti-Inflatim 
ifn IP eee 

Board, Mr. Pepin and his group, Means le one Administrator, and it 

was due to the fact that hundreds of thousands of Canadians co-operated 

with the scheme. 

Of course, we have some references to the AIB and some roll- 
backs. But what is surprising is that most Canadians co-opnerated and 
the majority of contracts, collective agreements, were signed within the 
guidelines. So I think it has not only been a success but it has 
shown that Canadians are prepared to accept this form of discipline 
when they see that their inflation is at a dangerously high level. 

When, once again, inflation is no longer caused domestically 
but is the result of high costs of food or of things that we buy abroad | 
because the value of the dollar is less, or because OPEC and other | 
nations are quadrupling the price of petroleum, at that point you have 
to in a sense no longer call it inflation. Jt is a” high cost bucpeee 
is not something that we can guarantee ourselves against. 

Insofar as the terms of trade turn against us, insofar as the 
price of foreign goods is increased by foreigners and we want to 
continue to buy them, this is no longer an evil of the economy in the 
sense that it is not inflation induced by mismanagement in Canada; it 
is inflation due to the fact that Canadians are having to pay more 
for what they buy from other nations ~- in Sets words, more wealth is 
transferred abroad. Jn that. sense we are not growing as rich as fast 


as we used to be. This is something that we have to adjust to. 


Os Last night, Prime Minister, Mr. Rooney was re-nominated in 
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Bonavista-Trinity-Conception. As you know, he has been charged with 
influence-peddling and assault. Does that cause you any concern, 

his re-nomination, and are you considering possibly not signing his 
papers? 

A: No, 2 would not consider that.:s I.did+ make! Sure: that @ 

would interfere in no way, or the Party in no way would interfere with 
the nomination procedure. 

He was elected, I understand, by an overwhelming vote against 
many Opponents. I think the people of his Riding, the delegates to 
his convention, have made a judgment, that, as citizens, they will 
presume he is innocent until he is found guilty by a court, and having 
been nominated democratically, I would not propose to be any more 
scvere than those who elected him. 

Ox Prime Minister, earlier in this news conference you started 
listing a series of accomplishments. Ten years ago today you spoke 
Pemaeveloping Or Creating a just society. Do you think that just 
society exists in 1978 in Canada, and if not, what remains to he done, 
and if so, what 1S your campaign slogan for the next election? 

A: Well, I think I could give you a few figures on that but I 
don't want to keep you too late. 

There 1S certainly a greater measure of justice than there 
was ten years ago. You can Say anybody would have done that perhans. 
Pac tf you look in the arca of the Criminal Code, in the area of 
Barole, in the area of setting up a Human Rights Commission, in the 
area of the status of women, there has certainly been in all those 
areas an increase in justice or in equality of opportunity. 

In the economic sphere, I was giving an answer in the House 
Of Commons yesterday which I could repeat for your benefit, and it is 
that there are still too many Canadians who are poor, still something 
like 11% of Canadian families are below the poverty line. Now, 
obviously there is no perfect justice when you have that amount of 
poverty in Canada. 

The significant thing is that when we came to power in 
(1968 there was close to 20% of Canadians below the poverty La ness +E 
bam not talking about just a fixed figure, I am talking about an 


adjusted poverty - adjusted to inflation. So it 
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means that rather than something like 20%, you have something like 
11% of Canadians who are poor. I think that is progress, and one 
could make the same demonstration in other areas. 


Q: Does that mean the next campaign will also be on the 


basis of creating a “just society? 


A: Well, that might be an idea. We could say not a society 


where we could guarantee absolute justice in four years, but where we 


could guarantee progress towards more justice in the next four years. 


I suppose there would be some simpleton who could take that phrase 


and just say "Just Society", but in reality it would mean a more just 


society than it had been when we started out. 


= fine 


Q: M. Trudeau, ma question a trait A une déclaration 
du Premier ministre québécois qu'il a faite le 28 mars 

Il a affirmé et je cite: "l'Ambassade canadienne 3 Paris 
s'est montrée mielleuse ou doucereuse juste au cas of la 
Gauche aurait pris lé pouvoir en France et serait peuente 
son ~interlocuteur." I] ajoute encore qu'il a A ce sujet 
mun petit dossier". Est-ce qu'il faut comprendre qu'Ottawa 


s'attendait et se préparait méme jusqu'a un certain point 


a une accession de la Gauche frangaise au pouvoir? 


R: Hie Dren cette histoire est bien cocasse. J'ai bien 
envte de vO1r “le petit dossier" dont parle M. Lévesque. 

Les faits sont passablement différents. C'est peut-étre 
amusant de les raconter. Je ne vois pas pourquoi il a 
inventé cette réponse a unc conférence de presse. Ce qui est 
arrivé, c'est qué nous avons appris 4 un moment donné que 
l'Internationale socialiste allait se réunir 1l'an prochain, 
je crois, a Vancouver et qu'un certain nombre de leaders 
viendraient au Canada et des gens d'envergure internationale. 
Peecchmidt, M. Callaghan, M. Mitterand, etc. . Alors») 'ai 


= = 


indiaqué 4 mes services que bien str si ces gens-1la4 venaient 

au Canada, ils seraient bienvenus d'arréter a Ottawa et 
feerais plaisir a les voir. Un point c'est tout. Les 
services québécois ont découvert bien apr@és que nous avions 
mivete M, Mitterand. Alors ils ont fait cette, je pense, 
énorme sottise A deux jours du scrutin de se dépécher d'aller 
inviter M. Mitterand pour ne pas @étre en reste avec l'invitation 
pederale. Evidemment, ils se sont fait retourner et un peu 
ridiculiser. Et de peur que cette histoire ne soit connue 

et qu'elle sorte, M. Lévesque a imaginé d'accuser le fédéral 
de s'étre précipité au devant de la Gauche. C'est une histoire 
ridicule qui est inventée de toutes pi@éces pour, je pense, 


défendre leur propre gaucherie, si je peux le dire sans jeu 


me mots. 


-20- 


oe M. le Premier ministre, relativement aux propositions 
constitutionnelles, il est question que vous les présentiez 
d'ici la fin de la session. Est-ce que... peu importe la longueur de 


qui reste de la session? Quand et de quelle forme prendra 


cette présentation des propositions constitutionnelles? 


R: Eh bien, comme la session,vraisemblablement,ne durera 
pas plus tard que la fin de juin, je vous demanderais d'étre 


un peu patient et de voir ce que nous allons présenter. 


(8 La rumeur voulait que M. Goyer ne se représente 
pas 4 la prochaine élection. Est-ce que vous pouvez commenter 


la-dessus? 


Re Non. Je préfére que vous demandiez 4 M. Goyer 

qui a une assemblée 4 Montréal ce soir. Et je crois qu'il 
doit annoncer ses intentions. J'espére, quant 4 moi, qu'il 
se reprcsentera parce que c'est un ministre excellent qui 
était fort injustement jugé, je crois, par lL'opinion qui 

le connaissait mal. Mais il doit annoncer ce soir ses 
intentions 4 son assemblée de comté. Je vous invite a 


6tre présent et 4 prendre ses commentaires en note. 
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TRANSCRIPT OF THE PRIME MINISTER'S PRESS CONFERENCE 


OD leyAgeone Rid se lo7S = = 4:30 p.m. a 
a ee al PMs ee 
TRANSCRIPTION DE LA CONFERENCE DE PRESSE DU PREMIER MINISTRE 
OTTAWA, LE 13 AVRIL 1978 -- 16h30 
A 
‘\ 
>\ 
Q: Mr. Prime Minister, last week you indicated that you would 


be prepared to disolve parliament if the opposition was playing 


politics with the budget and was not constructive. You have now had 


a couple of days to listen to their arguments and I am wondering if 


you have decided that they are not playing politics, and consequently 
are you prepared to let the budget debate run its full length? 


A: I am prepared to give them a few more davs, to give them 


another chance. 
Os Ornethe budget), Mx., Chretien's.call for Canadians to go out 


and buy and use their savings and yet to observe discipline and restraint- 


we have asked him this and I ask you this: How do you balance this? 


Nhat, for example, are you yourself as a saver going to do to stimulate 
ourchases? 
\3 The important thing is to make sure that our costs remain 
sompetitive. When we are asking people to exercise discipline, that is 
vyhat we are telling them essentially--make sure that in your profits, 
rour profit margins, in your wages, in your salaries, in your take 
iome pay and so on, you are not setting your costs up above a competitive 
evel. That is what we mean by exercising discipline. I think it has 
lways been erroneously interpreted as belt tightening, reducing spending 
nd so on. I have never used those words. I have never used "belt 
ightening". That is what you write in a headline. 

Our economic policy is to bring our costs down. That is 
hat the Anti Inflation Board attempted to do. That is what we are 
Ontinuing to attempt now in our negotiations with the public sector 
nions. That is what we are attempting to do in our enjoinder to private 
2xporations and so on, not to raise prices uselessly or needlessly. 

That is one half of the equation. That is what we mean by 
2xercising restraint". On the other hand, we know that one of the 
uses of the economic slowdown is the lack of effective demand. A large 
jirt of that is because the world economies are in a jam. Canada is 


© exporting nation and we have not got effective demand from abroad. 


"lat is one of the reasons Canada's prosperity is much more tied to 
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world conditions than that of the United States--because we are such a 


large exporting nation. We cannot do much about telling the other nations 


to buy more of our goods. Ina sense, when the dollar is devalued it is 


an encouragement to other nations to buy more of our goods. 


Getting to the other part of your question, in tenms (Of 


Canada effective demand has to be Stimulated, so that more will be 


bought, more will be produced and more jobs will be created. Now, the 


way in which we have stimulated effective demand is by cutting indirect 


taxes. Mr. Chretien is telling people "Now you have got six months 


juring which the sales tax is going to be taken off to a certain number 


MemPOInts; go out and pay in this way, by stimulating consumption we 


stimulate production and create more jobs. 


So there is no contradiction between the two Sides of the 


equation, but they have to be understood not in terms of Saying, on the 


ne hand, "tighten your belt, don't buy more", and on the other hand 


'gO out and buy more". We are not Saying that. We are Saying "show 
restraint in incsyeases in costs and prices on the one hand, but don't put 


iverything into savings". We have a rate of Savings which I think is 
imost twice as high as that of the Americans, when as little as six 


r seven years ago it was considerably below the americans. So we are 


elling Canadians’ "have confidence in the economy, don't put at all away 


N savings, go out and spend it", and we are cutting taxes now so that 
hey can spend it. 
: Mr. Prime Minister, the process of decontrol begins tomorrow. 
ould you be prepared to reintroduce controls should inflation hit 
ouble digit figures again? 

You mean, in the same circumstances or right now? 

Within a few months. 

Well, right now I don't think controls would be necessary. 
‘at is why we are bringing them to an end. Because the domestic 
‘use of inflation is not what it was two and half years aqo. Let me 
Call the figures again. In the first half of 1975 before we 
troduced controls average wage settlements were above twenty per 
‘ot; I think they were something close to twenty-two per cent. Now 
By are in the area of seven to eight per cent. So there is no need 
bring in controls now to keep downward pressure on wages and 


pfits; they are low. So controls would not be needed now. 
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But if we return to a situation where because of external 
forces, as was the case in 1973 and 1974 when oil prices increased 
fourfold, if external causes make prices go up in Canada, and as a 
response to that Canadian's say: "well, since the an Of Advang is 
going up, I don't care if it's the Arabs causing it ae some drought 
in some other country, the cost of living is going up and I am going 
to ask for an increase". We were having increase demands, collective 
weeecients fOr the first year of thirty, forty, ELEty per cent. That 
is when the cause becomes domestic, and that is when you bring in 
controls. But that is not the situation now and I don't expect a rapid 


meturn to it. 


: ; heav 
Q: You are satisfied that labour won't make those, demands again? 
A: I am satisfied they will not. 
Q: Mr. Prime Minister, two months ago you said it was high 


time that the police were given the right to open the mails. You 
also justified giving the police this power right now while the 
McDonald Commission was considering the whole question in terms of 
national security. Yet last week when you talked about your priority 
Pegislation you did not mention C-26, the mail opening bill, and there 
haveyno moves to det it out of Committee. Are we to take it that the 
government is having second thoughts about the bill and that we could 
be going into an election with national security being jeopardized? 
A: No, not at all. I think there are a lot of things in 
Committee and on the order paper that we would like to see moved 
forward. That is one of the bills. There are several others that I 
could mention to you. Certainly the amendments to the criminal code 
which would permit a person to use the french or english language in 
defending himself before the criminal courts, anc: SO Wn. - heresore 
Still a lot of things in Committee that we would like to see go 
forward. We are proceeding as fast as we can; we are not losing any 
time. 


OQ: Mr. Prime Minister, if the dollar continues to drop and if 


Present measures to support it don't succeed in keeping it at the 


level that the government might like, would you resort to foreign 


€xchange controls to support it? 
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A: Welds, Dedon*\t like those kinds of hypotheti¢al questions, 
meetrcularly when they concern matters of speculation like the dollar-- 
"If such and such happens, would we do such and so?" I am telling 

you what Mr. Chretien said many times: We have a floating dollar. 

We hope it will reach a just level on world markets oe we are not 
intervening to prevent it from reaching that level. We are intervening 
to normalize the jerks and the spasms, but we are not preventing it 
from seeking its normal level. Therefore, your question really is: 

Are we going to change our policy of a floating dollar, and my answer 
is no. 

Q: Mr. Prime Minister, the Medical Research Council is cut 

this year twenty per cent on ongoing proven medical research projects 
@y Canada, because reputedly it is underfunded by $4 million at least. 
T@ateis Only about 1,000 jobs, only a slight decline in demand. 

Does the government subscribe to the view that in real economic terms 
it is better to buy medical research off shore, off the shelf, and 
sacrifice jobs and expertise and value added in Canada, and does the 


government feel that medical research 1S a low priority in the Just 


Society? 
A: Are you the one that asked the question last week? 
Q: Mat is rignt. 
A: I am being handed the answer now. We will hand you the 
answer which we have here. I know you asked this question last week 


and I undertood to look into it, and apparently I am only getting now 
the answer. 

Qs A supplementary question, Mr. Prime Minister. Is there a 
Chance that on this $60 million MRC budget there will be, supplementary 
advance made to the MRC later in the year? 

A: On the general question of increasing our expenditures, whether 
it be to medical research or whether it be to many other deserving =| 
groups in society--pensioners who would like to have higher pensions 

and so on--we are exercising restraint. We promised to keep our budget 

“§rowing at a level lower than the gross national product. I have had 
a lot of these special lobbyists for one particular area and generally 
I have indicated, and I imagine the figures are in there, that we have 
increaseé the allocations to the Medical Research Council and to the 


Pensioners. 
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os M. Chrétien a accommodé la Saskatchewan et la 


Coiombie-Britannique pour ce qui est du nombre de mois de réduction 


de la taxe de vente: Ila aussi accommodé l'Ontario pour ce aui 


Sst du fait qu'on voulait exempter les alcools et les tabacs, 
ou la taxe provinciale venait justement d'augmenter. D'un autre 
coté, notre position québecoise a certains mérites dans ce sens que 
la taxe de vente ne se voit pas réduite pour les produits gui 
concernent l'énergie, comme par exemple, les voitures et les 
appareils ménagers. On peut dire aussi qu'elle a le mérite de 
favoriser des produits 4 trés haut contenu de main-d'oeuvre 
canadienne, 4 comparer par exemple, 4 certains produits mécaniques 


ou on importe les piéces. Quels sont, finalement, 


}du coté fédéral, les probl&@mes causés et pourquoi le gouvernement 


fédéral n'accepte-t-il pas la demande Québecoise? 


Re EM Len, 12) ya plusieurs confusions dans votre question 


Je vais essayer de les séparer les unes aprés les autres. Pour ce 

: 

qui est de dire gue ces réductions:, d'impdt, de taxe de vente ont 

du mérite, vous avez parfaitement raison. Personne ne dit le 
contraire. Au contraire, on veut que les provinces coupent leur 

taxe de vente, c'est le message méme du budget. Alors si le budget de 
fOonsieur Parizeau veut couper les taxes de vente sur les textiles, 

les chaussures, je trouve cela excellent, premier point, et on 
-'encourage 4 le faire. Deuxiéme point, vous parlez de la Colombie 
't de la Saskatchewan: dans les trois semaines avant le budget, 

\. Chrétien a parlé 4 tous les ministres provinciaux, quelques uns 
Plusieurs reprises en leur disant, bien voici mon idée: qu'est-ce 
ue vous en pensez si je fais telle chose. Depuis le mois d'octobre, 
nN parle de couper la taxe de vente pour stimuler la consommation, 
Sici mon idée - qu'est-ce que vous en pensez? Ces deux provinces-la 
at dit, en tout c'est une excellente idée, simplement plutdt que 

= Couper 3 points pour six mois, est-ce que vous permettertez, 


ir exemple, qu'on coupe deux points pour six mois, et ensuite 


‘\0n continue pour un autre trois mois, je pense 4 nos frais. 
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M. Chrétien dit, bon, c'est une des modifications que vous proposez, 
je vais L' examiner, On Va @€n discuter. Il l’a examin&, il en a 
parlé aux autres provinces. Effectivement, c'était une proposition 
qui allait dans le sens général du budget, alors il dit d'accord. 
La différence avec le Québec, c'est que M. Parizeau dans les trois 
semaines qui se sont écoulées entre la premiére conversation et. le 
soir du budget, M. Parizeauna rien dit. I1 n'a pas dit oul, on 
trouve que c'est une bonne idée, mais pourquoi est-ce que vous ne 
prolongez pas, pourquoi est-ce gue vous ne l'appliquez pas 4 
certaines denrées, etc. Ila pas trouvé que c'était impossible, 
iln'a pas certainement utilisé le language du Premier 
“ministre, comme .sj s'étaitsoccuper de ses affaires les plus intimes. 
Il a dit, bon je vous donne une réponse éventuellement, il n'a pas 
fait de propositions. M. Chrétien a dit en somme, 


~ 


bon j'ai parlé 4 tout le monde et neuf sur dix disent, d'accord. 

Le dixiéme, le Québec,rna pas dit d'accord, mais il n'a pas dit non 
plus qu'il était en désaccord, alors je fait mon budget et je vois 
ce qu'il va dire. Quand toute l'affaire est close, le budget est 
fini, M. Parizeau dit, ah bien, j'avait pensé 4 une autre atta re. 
Pourquoi n'en a-t-il . pas parlé dans les semaines qui 
précédaient? M. Chrétien lui a parlé trois semaines avant, M. 
Chrétien l'a méme rencontré avec le trésorier de l*Ontario, M. Darcy 
McKeough une quinzaine de jours, une dizaine de jours avant le 
budget, ils ont parlé de cela et M. Parizeau n'avait rien 4 dire. 

Il faut croire qu'il voulait pas coopérer,; il ne voulait pas 
Chercher une solution qui lui était agréable. I1 préférait qu'on 
fasse son budget et ensuite procéder par voie de confrontation. 
froisiéme chose, vous dites l'Ontario, on a fait un cas spécial 

Our l'Ontario. Certainement, l'Ontario est exactement dans le cas 
lu Québec, l'Ontario a dit, bon on va couper notre taxe de vente, 


‘ais on ne la coupe pas disons, sur les alcools et le tabac. 


l. Chrétien dit, trés bien, coupez la pas, vous aurez pas le deux 
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points que je vous propose. Si vous ne coupez pas la taxe de 
vente, ne la coupez pas. Alors M. Parizeau dit la méme chose, 

je ne couperai pas la taxe de vente sur tes trilgidaires, je ne 
couperai pas la taxe de vente sur les motos-neige, je ne couperai 
pas la taxe de vente sur les bateaux, tout ce qui est Labrique ati 
Québec. Alors M. Chrétien dit, bon vous 6tes dans le cas de 
l'Ontario, je ne vous donnerai pas les deux points la-dessus si 
vous ne voulez pas les couper. Alors, I'Ontariov’a dit Je née couperai 
pas, et je m'attendais pas A ce que vous me donniez quelque chose 
en retour. Le Québec dit je ne couperai pas, mais je m'attends 

a ce que vous me donnez quelque chose en retour. Alors l'exemple 
que vous me donnez de l'Ontario sert plutét & démolir la thése de 


'M. Parizeau, plutdt que de 1l'établir 


G- Est-ce que j'en conclus que si M. Parizeau avait fait 
ces contre-propositions privément avec M. Chrétien, avant le budget, 
wus auriez accédé? 

R. Je ne sais pas ce qui se serait passé 4 ce moment-1la. 
Certainement que depuis trois semaines avant le budget, on essayait 
d'en arriver 4 une entente. Suite & l'entente fédérale-provinciale 
du mois de février, on cherchait & s'entendre avec les provinces. 

M. Chrétien a fait une Proposition; certaines provinces on dit 
d'accord mais..., alors M. Chrétien l'a ajusté. M. Parizeau n'a 
rien dit, alors M. Chrétien n'a rien pu ajuster. Pour plus de 
sureté, pour &6tre certain que la proposition de M. Parizeau, qui 
tous parait un peu contraire 4 1'idée d'un marché commun comme le 
wnt les souverainistes, M. Chrétien a téléphoné ce matin i plusieurs 
linistres des finances des autres provinces en disant, est-ce que 

‘4 proposition de M. Parizeau vous agrée? GES ont tdit non mapas 
uestion, on a fait une entente entre les provinces. C'est pas 

prés que le budget est clos et que nous nous avons déposé nos 


‘Topres coupures, quill faut réouvrir toute L'affaire, sans quoi, 
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nous, nous allons réouvrir le débat nous aussi. Voyez-vous, ce qui 


est déplaisant la dedans, 


du point de vue des autres provinces et 
du gouvernement fédéral, 


c'est que nous avons adopté des mesures 


pour stimuler l'ensemble de l'économie, pour Stimuler les 


consommateurs dans toutes les Provinces, pour aider la petite 


entreprise, pour aider les Marchands, et il y en a autant au Québec 


de petits vendeurs qu'il y en a dans les autres Provinces. Ils 


ne vendent pas que des chaussures, que des textiles. 17 y a beaucoup 


de marchands dans le Québec qui vendent des automobiles, qui vendent 


des frigos, qui vendent des bateaux, qui vendent des motos-neige, 


qui vendent un tas de choses, et c'est ces petits entrepreneurs 


que nous’voulons aider par le budget. Que le gouvernement du Québec 


‘uille de son c6té, aider Plus spécifiquement le textile ou 1s 


shaussure, on CSt cout | fait d'accord. La taxe de vente est de 


leur Heurisdiction, ils peuvent la couper autant quits veulent. 


j3implement, nous, pour aider l'ensemble de l'économie canadienne, 


tt aider les entrepreneurs dans toutes les provinces, y compris 


‘eux qui vendent dans le Québec autres choses que des chaussures 


't des textiles, on a dit, on coupe la taxe de Vente pour tout le 


onde, sur tous les Sujets, et cela me parait une mesure appropriée 


un budget national. Mais encore une fois, que chaque province 


‘ille aller au deli de cela; c'est le cas de la Colombie qui dit, 
On vous allez nous donner tant pour couper pour six mois, fort 

len, mais nous, on va continuer de couper pendant deux ans, tant 
1leux, vous avez compris, c'est une bonne idée, c'est vos taxes. 

his quant 3 nous, On est prét 4&4 vous aider de faire teille chose 
* Oh est prét & la faire en discutant avec vous, mais qu'est-ce 
€.'on fait avec quelqu'un qui refuse de discuter, qui dit qu wid va 


ypenser, qui y pense pendant trois semaines et qui ne peut pas 


dnner une réponse. 
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Q: Increased in real terms? 

A: ineCreased in* dollar terms: “you are really sayingethat 
inflation has gone a bit faster than the increase. Their grants are 
not indexed; that is reality. Maybe in that area to it would be 
necessary, as I was answering Mr. Lynch earlier, to exercise restraint 
and to lower costs. Maybe they should accepted Littler bitiot a Lower 
jmeturn for their research for the few years during which we are trying 
to kecome more competitive with others. But I am talking in theory. 
As I say, I have not looked at those figures. You are confirming that 
we have increased their grants in monetary terms, and that is what I 
suspected. 

| ee Mr. Prime Minister, can you say when you will be presenting 
your proposals for constitutional reform and do you still intend to do 
so in the House of BenhGis: and can you indicate what the format might 
be? 

A: I just keep repeating what we said in the sneech from the 
Throne. We intend to put constitutional reforms forward in the course 
of this session. I hope it will last a few more days or weeks to give 


Ws the time to do that. 
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oO. M. Trudeau, si la crise du dollar s'aggrave ou se 


continue, est-ce que cela pourrait &tre un facteur dans votre 


décision d'en appeller au peuple ou non, retarder ou attendré 


ei 
c 
@ eos 


RB. Je ne saisis pas tr&€s bien la question. S'y7i y avait 


une crise telle qu'il ne serait Pas bon de dissoudre la chambre, 
parce qu'il faut que la chambre soit 15 pour en traiter d'une 


fagon urgente, évidemment votre question aurait du sens et cela 


voudrait dire que je ne ferais Pas une dissolution sans palier le 


probléme d'une fagon directe. Mais c'est une réponse théorique, 


je pense 4 une question théorique, je ne vois pas ce que le 


parlement peut ou devrait faire d'une fagon directe pour empécher 


les événements que vous décrivez. 


8) Depuis quelque temps, vous avez affirmé que pendant 


vos dix années de pouvoir, vous avez réussi 4 couper, & diminuer 
le nombre des gens qui au Canada vivent en dessous du niveau de 


Jauvreté. Dans divers milieux, on a attaqué cette affirmation-13 


*n disant que ce n'était pas tout A fait exact, c'était méme faux 
lans certains cas. On a donné comme argument, notamment, que les 


‘ritéres de la pauvreté ont é€volué depuis dix ans, qu'ils ont été 


evisés 4 la hausse par divers organismes, et d'autre part que l'une 
€s raisons pour lesquelles les Canadiens, lorsqu'ils sont un peu 
lus haut que le niveau de pauvreté, c'est que dans beaucoup de 


Smages, il y a 1'épouse qui aussi s'est jointe A la force de 


; . peux 
Yavail au Canada. Est-ce que jeP vous demander de commenter sur 


°S affirmations et ces réfutations. 


Eh bien, pour ce qui est du deuxiéme point que vous 


ignalez, quand je parlais de ce sujet, je prenais les personnes, 


i 


ne prenais pas séparément les familles et les individus Seul's; 

-- prenais les personnes, et je disais, et je dit encore que, en 1968, 
é peu prés 20% des personnes vivaient au dessous du niveau de 
Fuvreté, tel que défini par le Conseil 6conomique du Canada. Et 
‘e dix ans plus tard, Plutot que d“avoir 20%, ily a, Je pense, 


1.5%, disons 10%. Dix ans plus tard, quand on ajuste le méme niveau 


C pauvreté et qu'on le multiplie par le cofit de la vie, l'augmentation 
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Bu cout de la vie. Alors cela Pour la premiére partie de la question. 


Votre autre partie de question était de dire, oui mais en dix ans, 


la société canadienne est devenue beaucoup plus riche. Et par 


conséquent, la pauvreté qui est une notion relative, devrait 6tre 


ajustée, la belle affaire, je suis bien d* accord. Les Canadiens 
sont beaucoup plus riches maintenant, c'est justement la thése gue 
j'établis. Les Canadiens sont plus riches, je pense, d'a peu pras 
60 pour cent, en termes de pouvoir d'achat réel gu'ils ne 1l'étaient 
il y a dix ans. Alors, c'est sfr , Si vous faites l'ajustement 

en disant toute la société est Plus riche, donc les Pauvres aussi 
devraient &6tre plus riches, que le niveau de pauvreté qu'on 
définissait il y dix ans n'est Plus le méme qu'aujourd'hui. TI1 ne 
faut pas l'ajuster seulement en termes de changement du dollar, 

mais il faut €galement l'ajuster en fonction du fait qu'un homme 
Pauvre vivant dans une société plus riche, est plus pauvre que 

s'il vivait dans une société plus pauvre. Ce sont des sortes de 
‘contortions qui prouvent que la notion de pauvreté est relative. 

Bon, soit, si vous voulez faire ce calcul-1a4, vous arriverez i 

des chiffres un peu différents. Je pense gue plutét que de partir 
de 20 et de descendre 4 10:3; vous partez de 18 et vous descendez 

je pense, 4 11.6. Alors qu'est-ce qu'on a démontré: que mes 
chiffressappliguent, sont valables Si on ajuste les niveaux de 
Pauvreté simplement au facteur de cofit de la vie, mais que si) on 
ajustait au fait gue l'ensemble des Canadiens sont devenus plus 
riches, et par conséquent, la ligne de pauvreté devrait étre plus 
laute d'autrefois, bon, vous trouvez des chiffres un peu différents: 
‘8 comparé & 11, 11 et demi, quelque chose comme ca. Mais, C.@.F.D. 

La proportion des pauvres aujourd'hui est beaucoup moins 
Onsidérable qu'elle l'était, il y a dix ans. Mais je fait cela 
ustement pour donner de la contre-partie a ceux qui me citent des 
tatistiques, pour dire que tout va chez le diable. J ajoutes tougeouss 
ue, Bien sir, il y a trop de pauvres chez nous, puis il faut 
oOntinuer de créer des emplois, et marcher vers la prospérité, et 
timuler l'économie, etc. Simplement, ceux qui disent qu'il n'v a 


Pmeo de résultats, et tout est pire que cela ne l'était, qu'aprés 
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dix ans de Trudeau, il y a plus de pauvres qu'avant, ce n'est pas 


vrai. Quelque soieht les chiffres que vous Preniez, vous arrivez 


au résultat que je dis, gue la proportion des Pauvres par rapport 


a la société totale, méme avec votre définition de Pauvreté relative, 


s'est abaissée de beaucoup en dix ans. Alors VOLLa. 


Q: Mr. Prime Minister, the sales tax dispute with Quebec seems 


a 
to be,classic kind of Situation. We have had decade after decade 


where the federal government offers the Quebec government money with 


certain strings attached and the Quebec government claims that its 


priorities are being distorted. Aren! t you afraid that once again 


P) 


2 
of the country and that there May even be some electoral danger for 


this just reinforces the idea that Quebec is separate from the res 


you in this dispute because it shows that after a long decade of 


1 liberal government in Ottawa relations with Quebec still go round 


-n the same old Circles? ’ 


us Yes, I share a little bit your sense of desperation and 


eeling of "Here we go again". And yet we had months of preparation 


Or a federal-provincial conference, begun, as I say, with meetings 


Y Me with all the premiers, a meeting by Mr. Chretien with all the 


inance Ministers, not once but several times, trying to establish 
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Mr. Chretien, including several with Mr. 


a monetary policy with the provinces that they would agree with; 


recognizing that the provinces had some justification to Say "well, 


when you said budgetary policies, you know, they affect us, why don't 
you discuss them beforehand?"; recognizing that as far as last 


October one province had proposed a cut in Sales tax to be partly 


fincanced by the federal government; recognizing that the c. D. Howe 
Institute and others said the right approach to the budget is not to 
cut income tax but sales taxes; recognizing that Mr, Parizeau himself 
Says yes, that is the approach, to cut sales tax. We went through 
all kinds of contortions; as I Say, three weeks of discussions by 
Parizeau.i.alone and then with 


Mr. McKeough to try and reach an agreement. And we reached one with 


nine of the ten provinces. 


We felt that here at last was a budget that will have been 
meeetesult of consultation, and it was not done without risk of 
leakages and the need for adjustment, as I was saying in French a 
Tittle earlier. If someone asked for particular deals or special 
deals, we took them into account. But what do you do witha province 
that sits through it all with tight lips, refuses to give any answer 
and says "I'll tell you later what is my answer, wait and see what 
it is", and then Says "Everybody is out of step but me"? This was 
three aes following something like six months of intensive 


cooperation, and then this one government, the separatist government 


2f Quebec, Says "well, federal-provincial cooveration doesn't work; 


they have made a deal and we think they should have made us another 


leal". Why didn't they say so in this intensive period of discussion 
efore? 

Why? Because they don't want it to work. They don't want 
ederalism to work. They don't even want cooperation in budgetarv 
atters to work. And that is nothing new: They want to break up the 
country, So naturally they make sure that whatever we do they could 
Ot agree with. They did not say, "well, look, if you do it this 
AY we can't agree, why not do it another way?" They did not answer 
lything, they just kept their mouth shut and just let us do something 


lat everybody thought was, in the circumstances, a proper economic 
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remedy. And then they say it is wrong. 

But they do not say it is wrong at least in theory, because 
they themselves are cutting sales tax. All they are saying is that 
they should cut them in a particular way and we should finance them 
for it, and that particular way is to create sobs specie ey in 
Quebec. But this is the government that Says at 2S going to 
Separate and then have a common market or economic association with 
Canada, but it does not want measures to be taken which will stimulate 
the economy of the whole of Canada. It wants the taxpayers of 
Canada in general to subsidize measures in Quebec which will only 
stimulate jobs in Quebec, and we say that is not right. Walt vou want 
Eo stimulate jobs in Quebec, go ahead and do it. That is your 
Mandate. Cut your sales tax". That is what I was saying in French 
earlier. "Good if you want to cut it to zero on textiles, shoes and 
So on, and we will help you to the extent of two per cent.) Cut whatever 
you want. That is good, we approve of it". But we as a national 
government, using national funds, are cutting taxes, or we are 
helping to cut taxes, which will stimulate the whole economy 
moc. Only that of Quebec, and not only that of small business which 
deals in shoes and textiles; we are helping the small businessman who 
will be selling cars. There are a lot of cars sold in Quebec. Some 
are made in Quebec, some in Ontario and I suppose some in the 
Maritimes, but it is that small business that we want to help. We 
want to help the small businessman who is selling ski-doos which are 
“Made in Quebec and sell all kinds of objects which are made or dealt 
with in Quebec. 

Once again, it may not be the right approach but nine 
Out of ten provinces agree with it anda lot of economists say it 
is the right approach. It is only after the fact, when the budget is 
Put to bed, when all the other provinces have made their budgetary 
/announcements that Mr. Parizeau comes along and says: "well, I just 


thought it over in the last twenty-four hours; I couldn't tell you 


going 
before but I am telling you now that we are not | along". We are 
Saying tough deal. We are saying that the money is there. "We are 


going to give some of it to you to help pay the reduction of two 


Per cent on the things that you are cutting and the money is still 


cs 


ent 


i 


Soamne fost yar : Be 


rroad prong? geeal 3* meee Bk) 34 Yes 304, ' 


‘ ‘ ; ; ro - is SIRS =. ba 
F q ' 202 ® tA ® xs ¥ 4 su 14 . ; 
ga. } ae pit hie Sts ; : 


wad? eonamlY’ Gives wi Gay. Hae sefeses58q 4 +2 teat? 20 


i 
ol vate ° tadweDougg 


ei yitroiténege Soe sfestS OS 


Raw 


2 Pee eee 
oe Blog Sr Ache Jat Jae | hin 


7 tg 
oa Jan rey couerE> 4 a?at cats bas 


jaw Lets ear eR SimenS ; ae 
, cates netad a2 dd! dopbesem Shey SoM ramh Jf . ae 
_— — : Aj= oy) ee : panei _ 
«a sna@cz7 see tie me f ART = LON old O° a) 
= ~~ pn ‘ ie 
_. I “paxycte eal BOr Diziiok® Ge iS2ABSE it 
ae ab sD: CS ears Va i | 
: PT eC oe. ev toa (coe nt adot. ai 
- nel : . =e St 2 dint a4 
“si = om o 
- tone ce > ora o* oy tu9 
ax =] 
7) oS 2 , =H} 
) | iv a 
= a (aT 
GC 4X 
: rez 
noe... . Semeur: ss 
jf : 
‘ e 27 tia i ae a 
re 
ac ic tee was gied . 
~< beg padeud 
is 7 : 


a? 


oa spond 
7 ‘ -+451na exHanivete ez) 
. smviene +p tey 
i240 «fy £246 <oOgw oes 
csira> . th 2a aine 
: 3 wyHl : ate 4b seve ak 


Let sae SY ae - ony or fap ae see 


there. If you want to cut something else down the road, if you want 


to cut sales tax on cars or whatever other things are sold in stores 


across the counter we will help you there. We are’not taking the 


money away from you. But don't ask for a special deal after three 


weexs of negotiation when the whole thing has been put to bed and 
everybody has made some form of concession and said that this is the 


right approach". That does not seem unreasonable to me, except to 


a government which is determined to Prove that you can never make 


any agreement with the federal government. Well, that is a hard 
prove 
thing to A if you don't even cry. 


M. le Premier ministre, ma question est Supplémentaire 


celle de mon collégue du Montreal Star tout a l'heure, & Propos 


(3S amendements constitutiorbls. 


retenu l'attention 
€. priorité du gouvernement, que ces amendements ont été mis 


Sx l'étag@re ou bieRSt-ce que cela tarde ce que l'élaboration elle- 


nné du programme Pose des difficultés? 


8 


S'il faut Cchercher une explication, c'est Plutét la 


amiére. Nous avons depuis peut-&tre une couple de semaines, 


Uté plus d'attention aux questions budgétaires, aux questions 


©nomiques, mais l'évolution de la pensée constitutionelle est 


£e2 avancée et nous attendons le moment opportun Pour faire 


Onaltre nos Positions constitutionelles. 


. 


Est-ce que vous pouvez nous donner 1'assurance que 


> loment Opportun sera avant la dissolution du parlement? 


Eh bien, c'est difficile, puisque je ne sais pas moi-méme 


£el moment la dissolution se Gera.“ Alorss71 y a une donnée gui 


' cS = 
€st pas connue, je ne peux Pas vous donner une réponse. 
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Os Mr, Prime Minister, on the question of oh balling dollar; 
some of this you have Be oda oni to in french as well but on 
several occasions you have supplied rationales as to why you think 
the falling dollar, or a lower priced dollar, is beneficial to 
Canadian industry. I wonder if you think that is true as the dollar 
continues to slide, and how you perceive that slide in election 
terms. Can you go to the people with the dollar in the state that 
| ati is? 
| As Well, I guess two things should be made clear. As I have 
already said earlier, we believe in a floating (dollar oi et ethinkawe 
Jwere the first of the OECD nations to introduce it in 1970 and we 
Said that is the right policy for our times. A floating dollar 
means that sometimes the Canadian dollar is worth more than the 
American dollar, which was true I believe between 1970 and something 
like 1975 or 1976--'7, I guess--and sometimes it means it is worth 
less. But you cannot only say you are going to let it float 
upwards, which hurts Canadian exporters, and not downwards, which 
helps them. We are letting it float. We are letting the market 
establish the real value of the Canadian dollar. That is point number 
one. 

Point number two is that when you say vou are for a 
floating dollar, it does not mean that vou want it to float all over 
the place. What I mean is that we would like to see a stable 


economy. It should stabilize at whatever the proper rate for the 
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dollar is, and we are not seeking to define that rate. But our 


economic measures, particularly those fr was giving earlier in 


melation to, well, Bestraining expenditures on the one hand, and 


making sure we are cost competitive on the other, means that we do 


have an objective of being cost competitive, an Objective of 
stabilizing our production and Output and a return to Stable economic 
growth: At some point this will be at a dollar which will remain 
floating but presumably which will have reached the level the markets 
meant tO give to it. 

We know that for every person who speculates on the dollar 
and makes $100,000 there is another person who speculates and loses 
' $100,000. We know some people are out there losing and some winning, 


and we don't want to intervene in this speculation. Let the market 


decide what the value of the dollar is. We will continue to try to 


/Make sure that we are cost competitive. The falling dollar has helped 
us Make us more cost compétitive since it means that our exports “ko 
other countries are sold for less and the imports cost more. We are 
not intervening in that process. | 

6 I Mr. Prime Minister, may I direct your attention to the 
second part, which is in electoral terms, ,particularly as we are 
getting into a situation where Canadians are thinking in terms of 
vacations in the States and perhaps elsewhere. As to the relative 
Value of their dollar, what do you think that does in perhaps 
emotional terms to a voting Canadian? 

A: I really have not assessed that, but to the extent that LE 
gets Canadians to take their vacations in Canada next summer, like 

I did last summer and as I probably will this summer, that is one 

of the benefits of the lower Canadian dollar. It makes exports 
cheaper and it makes travel abroad more expensive. This is not 

°y design that it happens that way; this is the judgment of the market. 
{he movement of invisibles as well as visibles is affected by the 
hanging dollar. Quite frankly, I have not made any assessment 

»£ people who might be planning to go abroad, say in August, and 

who say Where will the dollar be then and how will I vote in 
‘Onsequence?" JI would think that would be a very difficult assessment 


© Make, and even if I could make it I don't think I would want to 
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do anything abouttne dollar in particular because I told you that 
we want it to float. Whether it will affect the election or not I 
will give it some thought. Maybe it will affect my choice of a date 
for the election. 

O: Getting back to the constitutional question, earlier today 
the Ontario Advisory Committee on Confederation released its first 
report. I wonder if you have had a chance to Study the report and 
will you be bringing in their Proposals in your future package? 

A: No, I haven't had a chance to study it. I understand they 
make some proposals, for instance, regarding a change of the Senate 
which I certainly w4ll study with interest, That, LJisuppose, 15 
one of the advantages, as I said in answer to the earlier question, 
of letting other people come up with their ideas, so that we can 
either borrow them or improve on them or criticize them if we 

don't think they are right. As a matter of fact, I have been saying 
for a long while now that I hope that the Parti Quebecois will come 
out with a°’definition of souveraineté<association so that we could 
take into account any constitutional thoughts that they might have 
which would be of any value. 

2: Mr. Prime Minister, you have made the argument in relation 
to this Quebec sales tax problem that they have missed the boat; 

the ship has sailed and they didn't get on it in time, and that is 
the way it should be. I am wondering whether there is an economic 
argument as well that was looked at by the Cabinet. Would, tor 
example, the cuts that Mr. Parizeau is proposing in specific 
commodities have the same economic kick as a smaller cut across the 
board? Was that examined at all today in Cabinet? 

A: Well, when I mentioned the argument earlier of wanting 

to help all businessmen, all small businessmen in particular, this 
is what we had in mind. It is fine to sell more textiles and more 
Shoes, because that creates jobs in those particular areas. But we 
Want to stimulate the whole economy. We think that if we stimulate 
the whole economy we will also help textiles and the shoe industry, 
and so on. So in that sense in another form, yes, that is 

Part of our argument. 


May I just correct perhaps your premise. When you say 
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they have missed the boat, they miss it if they don't make any 
adjustments. But I want to make it quite clear that Mr. Chretien's 
offer still stands and that if they decide to help the Canadian 
economy generally, not only the textile workers and the shoe workers, 
but if they want to help those who, as Mr. Chretien said in the 

house today, produce this in your riding and that in the next riding 
and so on, and those who sell all these things -~ i£ thev want the 
general consumer to spend more, which I think is what we mean when 

we talk about stimulating effective demand, then you are quite 

right. Mr. Parizea should realize that he is missing the boat in 

the sense of Ytrying to be too separatist before the province has 
separated he is trying to cut himself. off from the economic benefits 
of the whole of Canada. or alternatively, which is even more unfair, 
me is saying: "Fine, I'm going to ask all the other provinces to 
take a general cut of income tax, but I'm going to make sure that 
Canadian money is spent in Quebec to assist essentiallv those 
industries Peach in Quebec are having difficulties. If the 
Maritimes argued that way or if the prairies argued that way,each one 
would come in with a cut in its specific area and we would not be 
stimulating the overall economy. First of all, we would be in an 
impossible beaureaucratic maze of trying to cut up the Canadian 
common market in different zones, which is contrary not only to Gur 
view of federalism but it is contrary to the Parti Quebecois' own view 
of what they want to do. They want to separate and then have a 

common market, but they are telling us right now: "Oh yes, but that 
common market will only work in our favour. We don't want it to 

Work in favour of the producer in other parts of Canada, producers 

of other things than textiles and shoes or whatever. 

2: A supplementary, sir. Are you saying then that the 

“abinet did not examine the economic kick of the two different ideas, 
ir. Chretien's and Mr. Parizeau's. In looking at it you rather looked 
it it from the point of view of fairness, equity, natural justice 

ind that sort of thing? Is it more philosophical than political? 

AS Well, in truth when we were looking at the budget last» 

leek we looked at what you call the economic kick. We looked at 
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we said that that would be slower to take effect and wouldn't help 


the very low income Canadian who does not pay taxes. Also we looked 


at sales tax and we asked ourselves if it could be partitioned and if 
it could be selective, and we concluded that it would not be helpful 


to the total economy if we tried to introduce too much selectivity. 


That is why when Ontario said: "Well, I will accept the deal. I 


am not going EO Cut 12t On ‘alcohol and beverages", we--and I respect 


their decision but they were not quite so unrealistic to say "We want 


the equivalent in cash given to the Ontario treasury. Because they 
know that you cannot start to partition the various Markets in Canada 
when dealing with a national economic measure. 

I do not know if I still have not answered your question, 
'but we certainly attempted to deal with that aspect when we made the 
Choice of this particular vehicle, which I repeat was recommended 
by several provinces way back in last October, which was tried then 
and did not work, and which has been recommended by many since. 
Lo) a Mr. Prime Minister, when you introduced the Protection of 
Privacy Act a few years back, did you feel or understand that power 
to electronically intercept a conversation implied the power to break 


into premises and plant a bug? 


A: You are talking about the 1974 Act, are you? 
Q: Yes. 
a Well, you have to have a warrant since then in order to 


intercept electronically. So at that time-- 

pr: But with a warrant. 

A: We realize that the warrant would give authority to the 

20lice to do whatever was necessary to have the wire tap. In:some 

rases I suppose this means trespassing on other people's property 

hich is what warrants are all about. I think your question in a 

fense has a bit of relevance for the period before this authorization. 
think it was felt that until this authorization came in people 
Ould wire tap because it was not forbidden by any law. The 

respass that went with it -- really there was no break and 

Rtry because there was no intent to steal. There was no mens rea. 
n that sense there was this distinction between the wire tap itself 


nd what had to be done in order to wire tap;. It washinvcracr. to 
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clear that up that in 1974 we said a warrant will be needed now. 


You cannot just say we will wire tap but we won't Steal any property. 


Therefore, there is no real Criminal intent. 
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PREMIER MINISTRE: J'aimerais annoncer deux nominations de deux 


Lieutenants-gouverncurs. DansMlé "cas @éni'a Province de Québec, 


le Lieutenant-gouverneur Hughes Lapointe,qui a bien servi la 


orovince a ce titre depuis nombre d'années, sera remplacé dés 


issermcntation de son Successcur au début de la semaine et son 
successcur scra le SGnateur weAan-Piocrire COL 


(n the case of British Columbia the Lieutenant-— 


Overnor Walter Owen. His honour has been Serving there for five vears. 


Qe retiring in a few davs and he will be replaced by Brigadier Be]l- 


rving of Vancouver who will become the new Lieutenant-Governor of 


ritish Columbia upon a date to be determined next week when he will take 


1e Oath. 


Prime Minister, there are Suggestions that there are at least a 


Ouple of issuc® you'd like to see resolved before’ calling, before 


Qlling an election: voc, che constitutional packaqe. and the other is ‘the 


ies tax dispute with Quebec. Could you give us a progress beEpOrt. on 


tose two items. 
\ Well, 


in sGhemc ase 46 the. sales tax dispute, Mr. Chretien informs 


W that his officials discussed with Quebec officials last Friday va 


>29posal which would obt 


) 


ain our objective of insuring that the veople of 


2>bec benefit from the federal tax reductions in a way which would be 


‘Mpatible with our overall desire not to discriminate against any other 


wYance. That proposal is being put in writing by Mr. Chretien so that 
1) 


Parizeau can look at it formally, although, as T sav, it has been out 


een Comma! lly +6. ln. 'the-case of the constitutional issues, progress is 


“Og very well, thank you very much and we will be making the issues 


Nwn and the policies known hopefully not too long from now. 


Before the clection is called or after? 
Well, that would depend on when the election is called and here 


€ JO again. 


EDime Minister, when will, the election be? 


rey Se 


t Well, I suppose I should make no comment. When I give you 
inswers, you ask the question again. You have every right to ask the 
juestion. TI know it's an important one but we do have business apart 
‘rom being a politician and concerned with elections, I have to manage 
-he business of the government and I have important legislation before 
-he louse and there are two issues still to proceed with which have ji 
seen mentioned and therefore there is no date set for the election. I 


vill let you, know,when it 1s set. 


(3 f wouldl jast like to try that an 4a sbignely different way 
Mr. Prime Minister and ask you whether you intend to bring out your 
constitutional package before you Aaissolve Parliament? 

ve Woll, it's not a different way. It's the same question am 
ana £ Give. tne same answer. 

Q: But the second question T have is in what form vou intend to 
bring these forward as a white paper, as a draft bill or in some other 
fashion? 

3 My answer has been consistent over the past several weeks. 


It will be a measure and you will see the form it takes when you see & 


Measles 
Q: Comment fait-on pour 6tre 4 la fois Québécois et 
Canadien. [Ist-ce quc c'est ehcore un atout pour la prochaine 


campagne €lectorale au Canada? Et quel en est le véritable 


enjeu? 


Rt Mth bien, ce n'est pas difficile de répondre comment 


on peut Gtre 4 la fois Canadien et Québécois. Des millions 
de QuGbGcois ont CtG Canadiens depuis 110 ans maintenant 


depuis Ja ConfédGration de 1867. Alors la vie continue pour 


tous ces gens-la et c'est fort ajyreable a&'étrerh’un et yilagetre? 
QuébGcois et Canadiens. Pour ce qui est de l'enjeu de la 
prochaine Glection gonerale: cui bidn stmcla question de 


l'unité nationale sera certainement débattue. Elle sera 


débattue par les différents partis. Notre parti A nous a pris 


une position qui est bien connue: c'est celle de faire en 


sorte que las OuGbécois, notamment les QuGbécois francophones, 


ra C2 ’ > ven heed . x . . 
SS Sontcent a le aise partowt qusCannda et gu'ils puissent 


mne capitale qui’ peut utiliser les deux lanques OF TEVE 16] les 
, 

Bolt. | "anylars, soit fa frangais ean S'adressant A eux. Et 

les autres partis ont des positions légérement différentes 


mais certainement que ce sera discuté pendant la Campagne 


électorale. : 


QO: M. Trudcau, cst-ce que vous avez l'intention de 
rencontrer M. Claude Ryan dans un avenir prochain et prévisible 
fist VYOus le Fencontrez, est-ca que vous avez l*intention de 


discuter avec lui de certains aspects ou de l'ensemble des 


propositions d'amendements constitutionnels que vous envisagés? 


R: Diet yom pas de date prévue pour une telle rencontre. 
Meerespere qu'il y en aura une. J'ai l'habitude de rencontrer d'une 
Pacon rcyuliére les leaders libGraux des différentes provinces. 
Conme vous le savez, on se LOumait omnis "A trois, quatre fois par 
annce, soit collectivement, soit SCparGément. J'ai vu encore, 


ey -a une guinzaine de jours, le leader, provincial. dela Colombie - 


Pritannique- Alors, il serait naturel que je voie MoRyan dans un 
avenir rapproché.mais il n'y a pas de date de prévue A ma 
connaissance. De quoi nous discuterons? Certainement du programme 
@m Parti Vibéral;) section provinciale et nous pourrons certainement 
€changer des vues sur la constitution. Je crois que celles de 

Ryan sont assez connues ect les miennes le sont €galement, alors 
nous Be Shira renseiqnés de part et d'autre au début de cette 


meenversation;, Si’elle’ a licu. 


Oo: I'st-ce que vous tenez a le rencontrer avant de rendre 


Publiques vos propositions constitutionnelles? 


R; Je n'y tions pas comme A une chose absolument nécessaire, 
‘Mais je ne vous cache pas que j'ai discuté avec d'autres’ leaders 
PrOvinciaux, par exemple M. Gordon Gibson, 11 y a une dizaine 

de fours, les lignes générales de notre proposition constitutionnelle, 
S€S propres vues,qui d'ailleurs ont Gt¢ rendues publiques devant 


la Commission Pépin-Robarts sur l'tunit€ nationale,et nous avons 


discuté de cc sujct et ca m’est fort utile et si je peux rencontrer 


M. Ryan avant que nos propositions soient rendues publiques, cela 


sera fort utile Ccgalecment. 


Or Un point d'G¢claircissement au sujet de la taxe de vente. 
Le ministre des Finances, Jean Chrétien, a circulé un document parmi 
les d@putés libéraux vendredi. Le douziéme point semblait montrer 
une concession de la part du fédéral et je me demande si c'est cett=2 
proposition-la précisément qui a ¢té mise entre les Mains de M. 


Pabazeaurc 


30g Je le crois. Ce quisse trouvait «danssla.communteatsen 
au caucus libGral donnait cn somme Ja position de M. Chrétien qua 
semble avoir Gt@ mal comprise par Québec jusqu'a ce moment-14a. 
Je crois que c'est la mGne proposition gui-est faite d‘une; Eacon 
formelle puisqu'elle avait 6té faite d'une fa¢gon informelle et 


presumement non comprise jusqu'da ce moment-1a. 


or Est-ce que’ vous; avez donné une date-limite au gouvernemenc 
du Québec en ce gui concerne l'acceptation de la proposition. ESst=@e 


vous fixe des déliais? 


R: Non, pas du tout. Cela, Gqalement, M. Chrétien et moioe 
méme l'avons dit. Les sommes sont 14. Elles sont 4 la disposition 
du gouvernement provincial. J'espére que la province fera comme 
les autres provinces, c'est qu’elle all@égera, le fardeau,de.1‘inper 


indirect, la taxe de vente sur l'ensemble de ses biens pour les 


consommateurs quebGcois. 


QO: Prime Minister, vou seem reluctant to feed the source of 


speculation about election timing, following questions put here tod, 


' ae : , } 
but T'm wondering what you think of the suggestions made by some men- 


Ol the oppesirtton pls the speaker of the Commons that what all of ti 


discussion does is create an atmosphere of uncertainty which is not | 


necessarily healthy for the democratic process and the effective 


functioning of the Commons. Do you feel that there is an atmospheré° 


uncertainty. Do you think it is a good or had thing and would you © 


anything about it; for example, saving that you don't intend to mak«4 


ee 


A: Wott ot think at Us a preposterous suggestion to say that the 


pace of the clection should be fixed in some way and advanced by the 


government of the day, the constitution is contrary to that. ANG jo 


the opposition parties want to have a constitution amendment which would 


oblige the government to set the day some period in advance, we woul-: 


Certainly debate that but I don't think there is any desire on anybody's 


part to change that constitutional practice: I think the election 


speculation is feeding on FUNOUL,; on headlines, and articles and 


“speculation. L thine it 9s your daily bread and I encourage’ you to keep 


maeput it is not going to make me change the Constitutional] Prac r poo. 


We fave work to do and we'rec going to do work. Tf there is a dissolution 


it will be announced in the usual way or in some other way. 


Q: Ii i Maqhe 4use follow that Up TOF a Moment. Tt wondar LE ov 


could make a comment on the sorts of happenings within the Ontario 


begislature and whether you would consider having a federal campaign 


ilony the same time as a possible provincial. 


\ Pain Eeconsidercd that quite honestly. 


Prime Minister, as candidates have been elected across the 


Maemtry, one of the patterns that secms to be emerging is the demand wht 


feturn of capital punishment. Conservative candidates in several 


rovinces have drawn perhaps their biggest applause when they volunteered 


Meeftact that they're retentionist and liberals who voted to retain! Capital 


4nishment haven't been shy about indicating their preference on that 


Mieer. I am wondering in general, how you feel about the emergence or 


Feemergence of this as a national issue and what YOur iposmtidom is eonwthe 


Omand that it be reopened in some way. 


i Wet, sits been: .a Subject,on issue which has been before 


i@tament in an active way lor tcniyears, two nermiods of ifiste 


years, 
dring which temporary provisions were taken. We had a debate, is it a 
Yaieand a half ago now in Parliament which settled the issue and which 


r Noved capital punishment from the criminal code and as far. as I'm 


cerned, the matter is settled. It waS Supported incidentally by the 


lider of the opposition and many members on the other side of the House 


\ obviously if some candidates are talking that way, thev're not talking 


- Same may as Mr. Joe Clark. 


): But you wouldn't CO-ODGrate with any rcopening of the issue? 


Well --- 


: Any attempts to reopen let's say in a new parliament or after 


N2lection? 


oy = 
A: Well, LE we are for the Government, I am telling yourwe dan’ # 
whim eo ~eaoperm at. 
es Mr. Trudeau, when you originally Snnauneee wage and price 
controls, you said that they would, they were necessary among other 
things to provide a breathing snace while you worked out structural 
changes. We've had various documents which indicated among those 
Structural changes would be conpetition policy, the other ~ half of thaw 
changes regarding the labour market and making it more flexible and 
borrowers and depositors legislation and a number of other related matter: 
None of that is now on the order paper left to be dealt with in the 
work that you say you still have to do Should we conclude from that 
that you believe that the structural change that you talked about when 
you imposed controls is no longer necessary now that the controls are 
off and that you don"t pian to move On that area: 
A: No. You shouldn't conclude that because we have provided fora 
monitoring agency to be operated through the Economic Council of 
Canada to insure the possibility of an inflation up-surge be kevt 
present in the minds of the Canadians. That this reporting, this 
analyzing and reporting done by the Economic Council of Canada serve to © 
remind Canadians constantly that inflation is a danger and that their | 
collective agreements and that their setting of prices or of rents or 
of other economic decisions will be looked at with in mind the danger 
of inflationary rCsurgence. A precise decision was taken by the 
federal government and the provincial governments’ when we met in Februay 
to insure that as employers we would not lead any inflationary settle 
and we stated so quite unequivocably in the release at the end of the | 
First Ministers' Conference. As you know since then the federal 
government has introduced legislation, the Public Service Staff Relations 
Act which would insure that we as a federal government would get effect 
to that decision taken by the ten provinces and ourselves and we are 
hopeful that the provinces themselves will respect that decision. 
O: Prime Minister, monitoring is not structural change in the | 


sense that it was meant when you talked about it. That meant changing 
basic factors in the economy. 


N: The structural changes covered many subjects from housing to 


energy to food policics to collective barqaining to management, labour 
relations and so on. T'm giving you some examples. One example of 
structural change in the relationship of employer/employee, between the > 


federal government, I am indicating in the monitoring area that this 


will keop present betore Canadians one of the very important achievements 
of the A.I.B. to wit making Canadians conscious of the damage they can 
iz, structurally to the Canadian economy by having settlements which are 
inflationary prone. Other policy announcements have been made. As you 
know on energy, we have taken a certain number of positions as regards 
‘the price of petroleum. We have taken decisions on Res: ae both the 


Foothills one and the Sarnia/Montreal one and all these are of a 


eee Os nature. 


QO: Mr. Prime Minister, since you have a complete timing over 


0th events, and since you would not, I assume, want to unnecessarily 


triticize something so important as constitutional change. Could you 


| . . . 
xplain why at this press conference and at earlier OneS over abo it 
} 


‘he last four weeks you evaded giving a commitment that you wouldn't call 
je election until after and a decent time .fter you brought down your 


: 
tonstitutional proposals. 


lg Por a very simple reason that your premise J don't think is 
| 


mdebatable. Some people have said that it is precisely during an 
| : 


| 
lection that one should debate the constitutional changes and that a 


overnment should use an election period in order to get a mandate for 


onstitutional change to consult the people directly. Others have 
lued , no, that it should be done in the House of Commons and both 
tions can be argued. 

is a supplementary: Could you cite anvbody who has argued the 
prmer case that you should wait for constitutional proposals yntil 

4 arc in an election. I'm not aware of any body but I may have 
'ssed that reference. 


have 
j Well, I certainly/heard it argued very frequently in and 


Cit of my caucus. I've argucd it myself as a hypothetical position of 
£ying, well, when do we gct a mandate. We've tried todo it through 
é federal /provincia! conference. We've had debates in the House of 


Cmmon s . Maybe an clection is a good time to ger the people to 


* de if the premiers and the federal government can't make up their 


ads. It's certainly not an unusual argument. I can't say I have 
doi « in print but then IT don't read everything which is printed. 

0 Mr. Trudeau, government spokesmen have said a couple of time; 
i) dhe last week or so that the Canadian aid program to Cuba is being 


/orminated. 
“onder if you could say whether this means that present projects 


oe 


are being wound down and that 1s all or whether on the other hand a 
deliberate decision has been taken by the government not to provide ‘anv 
more economic aid to Cuba as long as it continues its military ventures 
iff AEYveca. 

hi Lewovlld say (Che Toren. 9 ie kvow of no deliberate decision 


to terminate in any final or abrupt wav aid to any particular country. 


The one exception I suppose is India after the nuclear explosion we mé de 


a certain decision as reyards aid but as regards other countries I 

think we look at them, we look at the projects, we see what is necessary 
we sce what funds we have, we see if they could be usefully spent to 
help this or that country, less developed or impoverished Country co hel 
people in some way and then we have provided the aid. I think Uganda is 
perhaps another example where we have terminated projects and I don’t 
know of any being renewed but I couldn't say without qualification that 
in the case of Cuba nothing is being discussed when the present projects 
are @xhausted. LT don tt know of any policy decision in that direction an 
I think [ would know 7f there had “bech any taken: 

Os IT wonder if you could answer the point that was raised in the 
House of Commons, External Affairs, to the Committee the other day by 

a couple of opposition spokesmen that a country that can afford to send 
expeditionary forces half way around the world to the number presently 
estimated at about 40,9000 now in Angola and Ethiopia and other count ae 
doesn't really need Canadian aid. 

Dy: Well, it's certainly a weighty argument and you'll recall tee 
it has been used as regards other countrics who have had sometimes whag 
looks like either indefensiblc expenditures as this one or others whict 
seem rather forms of luxury like great expenditures by the governing 
Classes to do certain things And so on and we've always answered this 


by detaching the two considerations and say if our aid can reach some 


impoverished blind suffering starving people in certain countries we 
will make sure it does and we won't be too harsh on the particular 
politics or stripe of a particular country which is the aid recipilen: 


T think the test is what is being done with that particular aid and T! 
repeat Canada’s aid) policy has been yenerilly to detach 1tselr trem th: i 
particular politics of the governmen: in office and to attach “1t ee 


the affected producers on people who are suffering and in need. And, 


1£ 7S NOt always a comtortabile policy but Le 4s certainly better than 


ae 


to just say you're going to help those who agree with vou on everything 


in terms of values and institutions and so on because then you would end 


up aiding very, very, very few people. Even in the case of India where 


I think 40% of the impoverished people of the world reside, when we 


cut off aid ina nuclear sense we obviously disagreed with the government 


_which had exploded an atomic bomb bul we didn't say we're going to stop 


food aid tothat particular country and indeed we kept it on even though 


we disay proved very heartily of its «overnment policies. Now, I don't 


_know of the particular projects which are going forth with Cuba. I do 


know when I was there there was some in Pnetagrveulural area to help 


pthe people get better food and that sceamed to be a justifiable form of 
| 


/ aid. 


| @s brine Minster: DF Ti éan i rotere tts a question that seems to 
f 


tee intriguing a number of my colleagues: In the Throne Speech vou said 


the government will also be placing before Parliament and in this way befor 


the people jof Canada: later in this session a measure that will 


contain a number of proposals. Last week you said you weren't entLpeiy 


Wsure about it; it really did depend on the date of the Gissolution. in 


that you made what scems to me a fairly clear commitment in the Throne 


Rech and in that you do control the date of the dissolution, I wonder 


What the problem is .in fulfilling the conmitment made last October? 


A: Well, the previous questioner gave a whole series of things. 


I think the competition act was one example he gave. The horrowers 


lana depositors act. ‘here are a lot of commitments we made in the 


Spcech from the Throne which will be honoured anda discharged if this 


session goes on a few more months but if Lt is ended abruptly Obviously 
Fneéy will not all be brought before the House of Commons so there is 


lothing unusual about that and you know very well that even in sessions 


which don't end by dissolution very frequently we don't have time in 


he course of one session to do everything which had been plotted in 


he Speech from the Throne mainly hecausc we can't qet agreement from 


the opposition on allocation of time and we have gone to them 
‘Cpeatcdly with suggestions to provide some form of time allocation 
9 we can discharge our business more efficiently and we are not always 


UGeessful. 


=) = 


os Prime Minister, since Octoher it has not been an inconsiderabli 
eoncern or so we’ have been led to believe, that the governments that 

the government has been in fact TI would say the centrepiece of the 
government's response to the election of the Parti Quebecois but also 

I was wondering in that you made the commitment and you held up the 

date of dissolution as the real nub of the nroblem, why you can't 
recolve that. partacular =—= 

A: Well, I disagree with your premise. On the contrary, we said 


in the Speech from the Throne and many times since that the nain action 


of this session of parliament should he in the economic area and the 
order paper was determined in that way to insure that priority would be 
given EO acting On the-cconomte ‘front--and 2 Uaonye Ssecmnicin im alc 

not as a first priority, only secondly thit we saicl we would ‘come to 
questions of constitutional change. 

0: Mr. Prime Minister, a nersonal «uestion, a couple of weeks 


ago a television program portrayed you as a very concerned father spendi 


a Lot of time with his children.,, 1, uadersitand,youriwite wsrback a 


Ottawa for a visit. Is there still hope in your mind for a reconc?] yan 
A: I pay staff to say no comment to these questions. 
QO: Prime Minister, it, has, heen, brought: yo. the atventio wrt him 


Fairweather"s Human Rights. Commission’ today thot Bell Canada’ e+ *hitiron 
dollar contract with Saudi Arabia may be placing that company in the 
position of having to practice religious (discrimination in its hiring 
practices namely jews are not permitted te enter Saudi Arabia except 
under special circumstances as representatives of governments, et cetera.) 
Bell will place a total of 500 people in Saudi: Arabia, 500 Canadians, 

to carry out that contract and it seems that because of the documentatic 
required by the Saudis for a Canadian to go there and work, the 
documentation requires them to name their reliqion.et cetera, aim 
wondering how you feel large Canadian corporations should act in 
Situations like this, Bell having wlready signed an undertaking with 


the Saudis that it does not do business with hos HsrueliasF 


est Lim 


A: WOTheeLetcel that .the chairinan of the Human Rights ( ommission 
is a good person to give advice on this matter. JI have not been made 
mepare Of it. I don't know the facts jis you allege them but I imagine 


if a case was brought before him he will study it and give an Opinion: 
Mes also a highly paid official whose JOb 1 Ns Lo advise companies on 
pean Ss like that. 

2: Docs your government have an opinion or a: position on how 
Janadian -corporations should respond to situations like this? 


\: T haven't had time to formulate Maas ae eld ERE 2 oer 
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TRANSCRIPT OF THE PRIME MINISTER'S PRESS CONFERENCE 
OTTAWA, April) 27, 1978. ~-. 4:30 p.m. 
Government 


TRANSCRIPTION DE LA CONFERENCE DE PRESSE DU PRE 


TRANSCRIPTION DE EA CONFERENCE DE PREGSE BU PREMIER WINIGTIN Tn” 
OTTAWA, LE AY AVRIL 1978 --- 16h30 


THE PRIME MINISTER: Thank you. As usual, 
the announcements are mainly appointments which were made by 
Cabinet this morning. 

First, I would like to announce that a new 
Sergeant-at-Arms. has been appointed to replace Colonel Currie 
It will be Major General Gaston Cloutier, CeueMe, Cup. He 
will be assuming his new responsibilities on April 27th. 

I want to announce a few appointments concerning Members of 

the House of Commons. One is mr. Mitchell Sharp who becomes 
Commissioner to the Northern Pipeline Agency and Mr. Hal Millican 
becomes Administrator. The first effective May 2nd, next week, 
and Mr. Millican, May 15th. 

There are several judicial appointments but 
we always make many in Cabinet. There are two I want to draw 
to your attention because they affect two Members of Parliament. 
Mr. John Eripere?toeees Member of Parliament for Broadview has 
announced he is not running again, as you know, and someone else 
has been appointed by his Party to run in his constituency 
has been appointed to the County and District Courts of Ontario 
| and equally Mr. Hugh Poulin, Member of Parliament for Ottawa 
Centre since '72 will be appointed a Member of the County 
Court for the Judicial District of Ottawa-Carleton. 

Finally, just an appointment relevant to the 
Anti-Inflation Act. Mr. Tansley, you will recall, has been 
appointed as Chairman of the Fisheries Research Board, and 
Associate Deputy Minister of Fisheries and he is being replaced 

as Administrator by Mr. William Oliver who has had a distinguished 


Career in the public service. 


Eh bien tré@és briévement, peut-étre qu'il suffirait 
ire que le Sergent d'armes A la Chambre des communes, 
olonel Currie a donné sa démission et il sera remplacé par 
4JOr-Général Gaston Cloutier a compter du 27 avril 1978. 


liver remplacera M. Tansley a la Commission anti-inflation. 
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Plusieurs juges de la Cour de Comté ont 6té nommés dont un député 


du N.P.D., M. John Gilbert, et un député du parti Libéral, 


M. Hugh Poulin, et plusieurs autres avocats distingués ont été 


nommés 4 la Cour de Comté. Finalement, M Mitchell Sharp, député, 


ancien ministre et fort connu deviendra le Commissaire 3 l'Agence 


concernant le pipeline Foothills. Il sera secondé dans la position 


d'administrateur Par M. Harold Millican de 1'Alberta. 


9 M. le Premier ministre cet aprés-midi en répondant aux 


questions de l'opposition concernant la GRC on a fait référence 


wx directives de 1971 et 1970, of vous demandiez & la GRC de se 


vonsacrer un peu plus 4 la subversion inté6rieure au Pays. Est-ce 


me vous vouliez dire par 13 que c'est de 18 qu'il y avait le 


améux document qui a été publié par le Globe and Mail. Est-ce 


ue la GRC aurait interprét& cette directive de la fagon décrite 


ar le Globe and Mail? 


: Je ne pense pas. Pour autant que l'on m'a expliqué ga, 


‘est une pratique qui n'est pas récente. Mais, j'ai répondu en : 
lambre cet apr@és-midi que’ j 'obtiendrais la date exacte 3 laquelle 


i directive a 6té publiée. On a tenté de me donner la réponse 


2 SsOir, on me dit que je l'aurai demain. Je ne pense pas qu'il 
Jait un lien direct entre les deux. 


( Est-ce que la GRC aurait pu, par exemple, interpréter? 


Et-ce que vos directives &taient assez larges pour que la GRC 


Cisse l'interpréter dans ce sens 1a? ‘ 


ee 


Fh bien, ma directive 6tait tr&s claire. Messieurs les 
@ndarmes vous avez beaucoup de renseignements sur les personnes 
11 peuvent étre des terroristes ou des agents de subversion 

“Mant de Meer aece Visiblement, depuis quelques années au 

lyS tant sur les campus universitaires de l'ouest ou de 

Iintréa) que dans des mouvements para-politiques comme le Front de 
‘ bération du Québec, il a de la subversion, de la violence 

i terne, S'il-vous-plaft, essayez-donc de trouver des 
‘nseignements Sur ces gens-la pour que nous ne puissions pas 
nS défendre uniquement contre des prétendus terroristes 


g : . 
rangers, mais que nous puissions aussi emp@écher le terrorisme 
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au Canada par des saboteurs et des asSasins, des meurtriers, etc. 
Comme il Y a €u vous vous rappellez une série d'événements entre 
1966 et 1970 & peu pr&€s. Alors ils l'ont interprété dans le bon 


bens puisqu'ils se sont mis 3 chercher avantage les terroristes 


au Canada. 


Q. Sir, on the Order Paper today, we discovered 

two sets of amendments to be introduced to the Criminal Code. 
Could you tell us if one of those sets of 

amendments relates to changes in the Criminal Code law concerning 


rape? 


<a 


2a Well, this is a delicate question because we 
have given notice. First reading will be Presumably Monday. 

It would be unusual for me to tell a press conference what 
normally is given to the House of Commons at first reading 

stage, so I really would ask your indulgence and not ask me 

what is in a Bill until it has, in fact, been given first 
Reading. 

©. May I ask a Supplementary then, sir? How long 
would you like the House to consider these amendments to the 
Criminal Code? 

A. The same answer I have given repeatedly and 

Mr. MacEachen gave again this afternoon. If we can make an 
agreement with the Opposition to pass certain Bills very rapidly 
we would welcome any agreement on the allocation of time. The 
Opposition has been co-operative in the past few weeks in passing 
Several Bills and if there are any other Bills on the Order Paper 
Which they will co-operate in passing quickly, we are introducing 
these Bills because we find them important. We have given 
‘Specific indication that some were introduced for first reading 
Purposes Only, but certainly not the -- well, I should perhaps 
jefer to the Minister of Justice on this. I think his practice is 
vhen he gives a reading to an omnibus Criminal Code amendment Bill 
0 give it first reading and then give time to the Attorney 
enerals of the Provinces and the Bar Association to look at 

hem, so it is quite possible that it will not be his intention 


me oceed to all stages of these bills in this session. 


‘ea7 4 


ve, bride 


4 


Sanw 


-neleese ena ai’ ettid asads 39 
=! 


i eon 
gitkisod Lape sauy aire ich &.a- @2a% fies! ! 


Se Fe » suri i MISS =o fatteokhat ~ e . 


ary 
) 


Cidesqaaty od Miiw gashavy 808%) .58 


hee 
penitow: rete & (let eee Loves / ee 
: 7 


<< ba, ecxspings! sioy AG Slay cite ot 


icnceanite neal aga ae ovis oa ae La 
enon FORMERS alia ne bdneterivar ed mo end ae 
s) woes Spels fe ome 2S ae Tier ee ‘bas, 7 
ane nies Wael ahoy Letiehas pare or y aaipmeas oS oes 


a 


AS «(eS 


~ 
+ 
Po 


- I 7 


+3 4% 7 
vy uy oma? 26 sev04 afiz OF agbe's - > ira y 


vo) oy ae = 7 cyt a? caf? @8 . Lae icaa, 


oupieeie aaa weeps Se 
sya co ‘ete hnhdeieG ong" ite 
i‘ jneeihe YAR tata 


myst i Levis nad est nonsite 
: 7 r ‘bate aSlie st § : 
, Ph anigera tt? ahsegaes rhie weet 


he ew @htnped af fan 


pat nie ae Ssprtest Jo seein ons z 
erie <2, Buc Le aa oe aya ial a swig 
Y on? ot emis syle fete dae seiceasntts uxt 2 
OF apis: poeeA see" ans inn | as 
bet lead bon LS iM Se Shas y tthe 26}. : 


= 


2 ey 


0. M. le Premier ministre, le 6 avril dernier M. MacEachen 
a dit 4 la Chambre que le projet de loi C-42, modifiant le Code 
criminel, en ce qui concerne la défense de la langue frangaise, 
était en sixiéme position de ces priorités. Depuis ce temps-1é, 
cing projets de loi ont obtenu premi@ére lecture, dont deux jusqu'a 
la sanction royale, sept ont &6té adopté en deuxia&me lecture, 

onze en troisiéme lecture, tous ont obtenu la Sanction royale. 


Aujourd’hui, on s'est faitrappeller a la Chambre que C-42 6tait 


en quatriéme place. Quand je vous ai posé la méme question le 


| 


} avril dernier, vous m'avez dit que tout dépendait de 1' 


Opposition. 
"ai vérifié auprés de M. MacEachen aujourd'hui, et M. MacEachen 


ta dit qu'il n'avait jamais demandé 3 l'Opposition de coopérer 


ur C-42. Pouvez-vous me dire M. le Premier ministre quel genre de 


wiorité vous accordez 4 C-42? 


ee 
Ip Je m'étonne de cette réponse que vous citez parce que 
"ai entendu M. MacEachen dire en Chambre méme que C-42 était un 
ill qui avait de la priorité et qu'il voudrait que 1'Opposition 
"entende avec lui si possible pour le passer trés rapidement. 
ene peux pas faire état des négotiations avec les leaders des 
utres partis mais je me souviens fort bien d'avoir entendu dire 
ela publiquement par M. MacEachen en Chambre. Et c'est la 
sition du Gouvernement. Moi je peux vous certifier, nonobstant 
2 Leader de l'opposition, que si nous pouvions par exemple obtenir 
> consentement des autres partis pour passer ce bill-14 dans une 
ournée 4 toutes ses tapes, je peux m'engager 4 le faire sans 
Mivoque avant qu'une dissolution soit méme considérée. Mais c'est 
message que j'envoie & l'Opposition par votre intermédiaire. 


lifin, par l'intermédiaire des média. 


Q. May I ask a supplementary question, Mr. Prime 
Minister? In 1972 in somewhat similar circumstances, with a 
great deal of election speculation you did, at a certain point, 
decide to inform the country that you were not going to have an 
election. I wondered whether a similar situation would arise in 
this case. If you decided, for example, not to have an election, 


would you at some point, sir, tell us that? 
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A. Yes. In fairness if fy thought there wasn't going 
to be an election, shall we Say until the Fall or next year, I 
would find it only fair to Make it clear to Parliament and indeed 
to all Members that might be running for Parliament that they 
should not count on an early dissolution. 
Q. Thank you, sir. 
Ol That sort of pre-empted my question about how 
long you expect the Progress as Miss Lariviere has pointed out 
of eleven or twelve more Bills that have gone through in the last 
little while to continue. One can Only assume that it is 
expected for the next couple of week, 

If I could switch the question, sir, to -- 
he Well if I could just comment on that. That 
is indeed what is happening. Parliament is Making great progress 
on a lot of Bills and the Bill mentioned by Miss Lariviere is one 
that we would like to see great progress on and I personally would 


think it would be worth while holding off a dissolution for a few 


days more, whatever is needed, if we can Pass a certain number of 


Bills. 

Q. A few weeks, perhaps? 

A. Well then, I would run into the question that 
Bruce asked me. I think in fairness at some point I would have 


to say, well look, things are going so well and we have got so 
much material before the House and we have an agreement with the 
Opposition Parties to Pass seven bills in thirty days or whatever 
it is, and therefore we are not going to have an election until 
this is done. 

Q. So, as long as Parliament works and works 


efficiently, you are keen to keep it going? 


A. Certainly. On some of these priority Bills, 
yes. 
Q. Sir, if I could ask vou about the RCMP affair. 


Early on the former Solicitor General, Mr. Fox, indicated to us 
that he thought the APLO break+ein, for example, was an isolated 
event. 

Since that time, you yourself and other Members 


Of your Government have been extremely vociferous and determined 
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| Q. 


in your defence of the RCMP, 


I am wondering if some of the testimony concerning 


both the Criminal Investigation Branch and the Security Service 


of the RCMP has not left yOu somewhat personally disappointed in 


terms of the admissions of entries, 


questionable entries; perhaps 


not illegal, but certainly questionable entries that have been 


made before the McDonald Commission in the last few weeks? 


ie Quite frankly, I haven't been following at all 


the hearings of the McDonald Commission. I am briefed from 


time to time on questions which are liable to come before the 


House and I have the answers to some of them but I can express 


no general disappointment. 


We set up a Royal Commission because we realized 
that our earlier assurances about the break-in being an absolute 


isolated incident was not one and from then on we said, well, if 


it is not, let us hear the whole truth and let's set up a 


commission. The truth is coming up and it is being put in front 


of the Royal Commission that we set up. I. am not judging it on 


a day-to-day basis. That is their job. It has been removed 


from politics. It will be taken up by the Royal Commission as to 


whether the police should be condemned for this and lauded for 


that, and whether practices in other areas should 


be changed. 


Sur le méme sujet, M. le Premier Ministre, les instructions 


| que vous avez données 4 la GRC en mars 1975 pour que cesse la 


_ surveillance des partis politiques. Est-ce que cela se reférait 


ha a 


a méme surveillance que celle dont il est question dans le 


| ‘ - : ? 
_ fameux manuel qui est sorti cette semaine dans la presse? 


OA;W 


ae 
Eh bien je n'étais pas au courant en 1975 de l'existence 


de ce manuel auquel vous faites référence. Les instructions que 


te 


i données en mars 1975, vous me rappellez cette date, avaient 


° 10a j 
-Fapport plus précisément au Parti québecois. Et quand j'ai appris 


| qu’ 


Jia 


il y avait la surveillance systématique de ce parti politique, 


idit il faut arréter la surveillance de ce parti et des partis 


démocratiques en général. 
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an En dehors de la surveillance des partis politiques, avez- 


vous dit que vous &tiez au courant d'une surveillance des candidats, 


A. Non, je n'étais pas au courant d‘une surveillance des 


candidats et je dois ajouter qu'autant que je comprenne le systéame, 
et je pense le comprendre, on me l'a expliqué tout dernigrement, 

il n'y a pas de Surveillance des Candidats. Ce qui existe c'est 
que eeoocue des gens ce présentent la police de sécurité regarde 
dans ses dossiers et dit bon Bien, M. un tel se présente est-ce 
qu'il a un dossier de subversion et, si oui, on continue la 
Surveillance et on inscrit Ga dans son dossier. s'il n'est past 
autrement connu par les services de sécurité il n'a Pas de surveil- 
lance de ce candidat. Autrement dit, on Surveille ce candidat en 
particulier de la méme fagon qu'on pourrait Surveiller un 

professeur ou un avocat ou un député si effectivement il y avait 

un dossier laissant entendre qu'il y a peut-étre matiére @ subversion. 
Mais, si c'est Simplement M. Tartempion qui se présente candidat 


pour n'importe quel Parti et qu'il n'est Pas connu de la police, 


on n'a pas de surveillance Sur ce M. Tartempion. 


oO. Mr. Trudeau, you may have noticed there is has 
been some argument within the Official Opposition about the 
question of what will happen in the event they take power with 
certain senior officials. I don't want to ask you a hypothetical 
question but Mr. Clark has said that he woulid think that some 
officials who have been closely ( and these are his words ) who 
have been closely identified with the Prime Minister would want 
to resign. Now, I mentioned this to him and he came up with -- 
these names came Up. Mr. Teron, Mr. Pitfield, Mr. Head and the 
Ostry's. 


Now, the question I wanted to ask you, sir, were 
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these officials mentioned,insofar as you know, aware that their 
futures as officials of the Canadian Government would be 
contingent on the governing party Staying in power? 
A. It is news to me and I expect it must be news to 
them unless Mr. Clark has previously informed them of his feelings 
in this regard. 

I can't say if they have been informed or not. 
Certainly they will be informed as a result of this exchange 
between you and me, Mr. Fisher. 
Q. That wasn't quite My question. I was wondering 
whether you were aware that these people realized that there was 
the possibility -- of the contingency developing because of their 
close association with you that their future in the Government 
only lasted as long as your Government lasted? 
Ae Well, if they were not aware, they are presumably 
aware now in the hypothetical circumstances when Mr. Clark forms 
a government. The rules are quite simple. Deputy Ministers 
are appointed by Order-in-Council at pleasure. The practice 
in our system has been that they are not removed every time a 
government changes and I am surprised that Mr. Clark has identified 
Specific individuals based on a presumption of friendship with 
me. 

I suppose that would be an inducement for me to 
have even less friends than I have ever had. 
Q. The Canadian Police Association has said that 
they are going to go on a media blitz to have restoration of the 
death penalty in the next election campaign. 

What are your feelings of the police taking a 


Position on a political issue like that? 


A. What police is this, please? 
Q. The Canadian Police Association. 
A. Well, I guess insofar as they speak as an 


association they are a pressure group, a group of concerned 
Citizens who are making a stand on an issue which has been 
debated several times in Parliament and they are making their 


views known. 


I wouldn't purport to be shocked at their 
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right to express views and there is nothing I could do about 
it if I was. It is obviously an issue of great concern to 
Canadians and you will recall the very important and sometimes 
moving debate that took place in the House of Commons. You will 


recall also on this question Parties were divided. There was no 
whips on. The vote was absolutely not divided on Party lines 
and Members on both sides of the House voted for abolition and 
Members on both sides voted for retention. 

I quite frankly hoped that this would set the 
question to rest for the period of time but I can't complain if 
a group of citizens want to re-open it. 

Q. You don't feel that the police are using their 
authority within the community to try and persuade others that 
you have been wrong all along and they know the real Way to run 
the Government? 

A. Well, it is not me that has been wrong all 
along. It is the Canadian Parliament which has taken a 
position in Opposition to theirs. I-could point out that. 1° 
believe the leaders of all Parties ( I am not sure about the 
Creditistes ) but certainly the leader of the Conservative 
Party, Mr. Clark, and the leader of the New Democratic Party, 
Mr. Broadbent, as well as myself voted for abolition so this 
Particular association is Making a point which is not only 
representing their point of view but obviously in disaccord 
with the position the majority of Members of Parliament took 

in that debate two years ago. 

Once again, I don't think they should be 

forbidden to make such a Stand particularly that the issue is 
not before Parliament now. 
Q. Well, by telling us that you haven't been 
following the jycDonald Commission I would have to say that 
it is quite the Opposite of MacKenzie King who, in the Igor 
Gouzenko case, had transcripts delivered to his house every 
evening and I don't know which side is probably the more 


appropriate as Prime Minister. It -=- 
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ine It's. not like MacKenzie King 


oar 
Q. But could I ask a broader question? Your 
Original reputation --- 

A. Thank you. As a civil libertarian! 

Ow You are a eged to have taken strong stands 
against the Duplessis Government and Other Bethea cee tactics 
and yet over this last nine months or whatever since the 
revelations have developed, many of them more serious than 

the preceding ones, you have taken almost -- either a 
complacent or almost approval position in terms of mail openings 
(and you haven't approved the barn burnings per se) but you have 
taken a very complacent position towards what many people feel 
to be a gross intrusion on personal liberties in this country 
and it doesn't match your earlier reputation. 

I wondered if at this point when we aren't going 
to be meeting you very often until you are out on the country 
again you cared to indicate what has brought about this change 
in your. position towards law and order and police tactics? 

A. Well, as you say, you are basing yourself on 
some allegation that I was allegedly this or that. 

I have taken many positions in my life and 
in the area of civil liberties I have stood for a Bill of 
Rights and many other pre tections and so on, but as regards 
the police power, I've always felt that no organized society, 
no organized state could function without a police power. I 
have explained patiently to people that that police power 
insofar as the investigation into criminal matters Was ‘concerned, 
those investigations were contained and constrained by the 
Provisions of the Criminal Code and by reference to the courts. 
The Criminal Code, as you know, does permit the police to 
invade the privacy of your home provided it gets a warrant and 


SO on. It does permit the police to use electronic surveillance 
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providing it gets a warrant and so on, so there are infringements 
to what you call "civil liberties" which are permitted to the 
police in order that they maintain order and prevent crime. 

Now, on the security side, which is distinct 
from the criminal side, the rules are less precise and they have 
to do with judgments as to what is dangerous to the security of 
the state, not in terms of crimes, but in terms of subversion or 
Weer ealyyiolence and treason and so on; areas some of which 
are defined in the Criminal Code and some of which are not. 

Now in this area, the government of the day 
has to act in co-operation with the police. I have indicated 
my views on that. I have indicated that the government should 
issue broad guidelines respectful of the liberties of the 
citizen and the example I continually give is the one that was 
cited earlier. I have told them that they should not investigate 
political parties and there is no doubt a tendency on the part 
of security services to extend their writ larger and larger 
and that is why it is the duty of the government of the day to 
issue guidelines to them. | 

For instance, one of the earlier guidelines 
I think I had to deal with was to ask them to cease systematic 
surveillance of the universities. Nothing illegal in surveilling 
it but I just found it a little bit offensive to my sense of 
Civil liberties. 

The same think with political parties. This 
is the broad approach I have used. These broad guidelines we 
have given. I was discussing some earlier today. They had 
been modified over the years in terms of new threats to security 
as being more internally caused than externally caused, so these 
guidelines have been given, but insofar as the police breaks 
the law in Nee er imi nal investigation, it is brought before the 
courts. Insorar as he breaks the law in terms of security 
investigations, it is also brought before the courts. The 
question which arises is what do you do when there is a systematic 
pattern of breaking the law, or when there are occurrences which 


Seem to indicate that it was not an isolated error but a whole 
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series of errors? 

Well, the tradition in our country, and it 
is one that has been not only asked for but pleaded for by 
the Opposition -~. why don't you set up a Royal Commission 
of Inquiry so that this can be withdrawn from politics and so 
that you can get to the bottom of possible poeentral wrong- 
doings of the Federal police and this is ABE a matter of 
washing my hands of their wrong-doings. It is saving, 
Okay. We won't have a political debate on it. We are not 
going to set up, in our Parliamentary system, a committee 
of Parliament to investigate the RCMP because we know in 
our system the government of the day generally can control 
a committee of Parliament and that is why the Opposition 
asked for a Royal Commission and that is why I gave a Royal 
Commission. 

Now, once that Royal Commission is set up, 
_-surely the proper procedure is to let it operate, to co-operate, 
to give it the information one has, to urge the police officers 
to give them all the evidence that they have which obviously 
they are doing since so much is coming out in the day-to-day. 
reporting of the Commission's operations and quite frankly I 
see nothing offensive to my concerns for civil liberties in all 
of this. 
Q. Could I just clarify that one point? Most 
of the four hundred if not all of the four hundred instances 
cited by Assistant Superintendent venner,I think it is, dealt 
with the criminal side in which they admitted that they hadn't 
gone for warrants because they didn't think they had the kinds 
of reasonable grounds to believe that would get them a warrant 
so they haven't been following this procedure to start with. 

Secondly, you said that there wasn't much 


that had come out which has offended your civil liberties? 


A. Well, that is the conclusion of my little 


Speech, but now you are asking about a specific example. You 


have heard the Minister say very clearly in the House that the 
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police had received advice from the law officers of the Crown. 
But if you conducted this operation without mens rea -- in 
other words, without the intention of committing a crime, of 
removing goods, stealing property, taking away papers or 
documents, they received the advice that this was not a 
crime. 

Now you, yourself, in your question, I believe 
were careful to Say ( and indeed the Opposition have been rather 
careful to say) that nobody says that this is a crime. It 
just shocks your sense of responsibility a bit, Maybe it 
should be made a crime. Maybe this whole area of mens rea 
the intention of committing a crime should be clarified in the 
Code and obviously the Royal Commissioners are going to have to 
address themselves to that question. 

What we are realizing is that under the common 
law under accepted practices some things have been happening 
in terms of investigation which either were not of concern to 
governments and citizens and the media before and they are 
becoming of concern now because we are living in a more complex 
society and we are getting more respectful of public liberties 
and so on, and we are imposing new standards on the police. 

One of the new standards was imposed in 1974. 
Until then, electronic surveillance had not been forbidden. 
It wasn't specified anywhere. In '74 we forbade it and we 
Said, "From now on, you will not be able to do it except if 
you get authority from a judge and so on" so there has been 
a recognition of the more complex nature of police operations 
in a society where indeed the criminal element or the sub- 
versive elements are more complex themselves. 

They have electronic equipment. They have 
very sophisticated means to prepare their crime gr subversion 
and the police have attempted to respond to that and indeed 


the evolving law has attempted to draw up new frameworks so 
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that the response would be at the Same time respectful of 

civil liberties and at the same time not impede the maintenance 
of security of the society. That is the narrow balance 

that not only every government attempts to follow but that 

the McDonald Commission will have to answer on. 

You know, we are not talking ae 
hypothetical situations. These weeks the papers are full of 
kidnappings in Italy and the kidnapping of a very prominent 
person. 

Now, this happens in a modern society like 
ours and after what, six or seven weeks, the police are unable 
to find him. What do you do as a defence against this? This 
is a world-wide problem. Each society must attempt to adapt 
to it but certainly society would be foolish if in the name 
of civil liberties they destroyed the power of the police to 
protect them. The object is not to destroy that power but to 
make sure it is circumscribed by law, 

Q. Mr. Prime Minister, you have given the impression 
Several times in the past year or so that you expect senior 

civil servants to be as scrupulous as Cabinet Ministers, for 
example, in conflict of interest Situations. 

How do you react to the President of Atomic 
Energy of Canada accepting a free trip to Argentina which is 
involved in very sensitive negotiations with AECL for a second 
CANDU reactor? 


Is that a conflict in your eyes? 


A. Well, a free trip from whom? 

Q. The Argentinian Government. 

A. Under what circumstances? 

Q Under the circumstances of an inaugural flight 


Plus all expenses paid while he is there? 

A. I am not aware of this particular case but I 

remember having to face that kind of question many times since 
I've been in Parliament, even before being Prime Minister and 

there have been inaugural flights to Moscow, I remember, and 


Some to Paris, and others to Rome, and you get all kinds of 
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people on them. Members of Parliament, journalists, Civae 


servants and so on. I don't think a man would betray his 
conscience by accepting a seat on a inaugural flight quite 
frankly but I can look into the circumstances of this to see 


if he was given a million dollars to boot, but I doubt it. 


On What about your Ceasar's wife line? 
A. Pardon? 
Q. I say, 


what about your commonly used expression 


about Ceasar's wife being under suspicion? 


A. I never talked above Ceasar's wife, Ceasar 


did. 


De M. Trudeau 4-propose de la Surveillance des candidats 


{ différentes 6lections qui pourraient étre Subversifs, dans le 


locument qui a &té publié récemment, on a vu que les crit@éres de 


subversion 6taient assez larges. Je pense qu'on disait par 
xemple, que l'on devait ouvrir un dossier sur une personne qui 
tait séparatiste ou qui avait déja envoyé plus de $10.00 & un 


arti séparatiste. 

. Ou est-ce que vous avez vu cela? 

: C'&était dans les documents qui ont &6té publiés hier, 
ans les journaux. Je voudrais vous demander si vous trouvez 
we ces crit@éres de subversion sont assez sophitiqués. Est-ce 


"ils sont encore en vigueur et est-ce qu'ils ne devraient pas 


(xe changés s'ils sont en vigueurs? 


—---m?7 


S Premiére nouvelle, si c'est ¢a les crit@res de subversion 

© pense qu'effectivement c'est pas tr@és sophistiqué. Mais, c'est 

aS parce que ¢a &6té publié dans les journaux que c'est nécessairement 
rai. Mais je vais me renseigner. 

. Mais, nous avons vu les dossiers. 


’ zs - 
' Qu'est-ce qu'on raconte dans ces dossiers? Vous avez vu 


5 


* Manuel? Comment ga se fait que je ne l'ai pas vu moi? Oui, 


‘aimerais ga le voir. 
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O: Mr. Prime Minister, in a recent CBC Radio 
interview you purported to find in the Parliamentary Opposition 
a systematic pattern of tolerance and Support to the Parti 
Quebecois Government which forthe less aware listeners you 
went on to. identify aS a Separatist government. 

| The evidence adduced by you was rather in- 
substantial and only a couple of items. Do you not feel that 
it does Soe to the basic political fabric of the country for 
minor political gain to suggest that the loyal opposition 
in Parliament is less than loyal? 
A. Well, I don't know why this became news all 
of a sudden. I have made this speech several times. I made 
it at the Liberal Convention and I have made it in this room. 
I remember at some point saying that you heople are pretty 
Cynical because if the RCMP gets any information on Separtists 
you think that is terrible but if Mr. Parizeau brags about 
having an information net getting information spying on 
the Federal Government you think that is a big deal. I have 
made this point several times. You may find them unsubstantial 
but I continue making them. Maybe other people will find 
them more substantial. 
Q. That is sufficient to you as a ground for 
Suggesting that the political Oppositions are less committed 
to the idea of Canada than you are? 


A I haven't suggested that. I was just Saying 
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that in a desire to attack the government on everything 

they are obviously making mistakes of judgement and their 
Systematic attack on the government is Playing into the 
hands of the separatists. When they are saying the 
separatists are Systematically Yight, for instance, whether 
it be Mr. Parizeau, well this seems to astonish you. Go 
around in Quebec and ask yourself if these aren't arguments 
used by the Separatists themselves. Even the Opposition 
Parties Say that Mr. Parizeau is Sight. Even the media 

Say he is right, so he must be right. I say that is a 
mistake. We don't think he is right. 

Oo” SO we have come to the point where criticism 
of the Government is per se wrong? 

A. ‘Not at all, but if 1 think you are making 

a mistake, why should I be prevented from saying sO any more 
than you, who can write every day of the week that we are 
Making mistakes. It is not per se wrong for you to criticize 
the Government but I don't think it is per se wrong for me to 
criticize those who are criticizing us. 

Q; A question about the Saudi Arabia-Bell Canada 
deal, the related hiring practices. 

You told the House of Commons this week that 
your information was that Jews can and do enter Saudi Arabia. 
You said that you didn't have many concerns on this point. 

Could I ask you whether you have satisfied your- 
Belt that there are, in fact, no exclusions against Jews who 
might be going to Saudi Arabia under this arrangement having in 
Mind the fact that the Bell Canada employees who will be going 
who are prospective people on the project have to provide 
Proof of baptismal certificates and provide twelve xeroxed 
copies? 

A. Well, we have the assurance of the Saudis 
themselves that they will not exclude people from working in 
their country because they are Jews. They have given us that 
assurance, They have given it, I understand, to many people 


including the company in question, but we also have the 


empirical evidence that in fact there are Jews -- there are 
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Jews who are Saudis as we know, 

who were born there and who still live there but there are 
also members of this administration, ,indeead minor officials 
of this administration who are Jews and who have been to 
Saudi Arabia so we have no reason to believe that after they 
have admitted Jews and after they have said that they will 
continue to admit them, we have no reason to believe that 
they will not. 

O. I wonder if I could ask you to comment on 
the appropriateness of a Canadian company giving an undertaking 
in a situation like this to the Saudi Arabia government that 
it doesn*t have any direct commercial dealings with Israel 

at the present time having in mind the fact that a government 
agency EDC is Beenie duvolved in this affair. 

A. Well, our policy on the Jew-Arab boycott is 
quite clear on that point. Nobody, no company, no Canadian 
individual or businessman gets .assistance from the gnc or 
indeed from any government agency unless he can certify that 
he is not complying with the provisions of the Arab boycott. 

Now the contract that Bell negotiated with 
the Saudis has been studied very closely by the IT & C officials 
and they assert that there is nothing in that contract which 
is contrary to our anti-boycott policy. 

For greater certainty, they have a statement 
from Bell indicating that they have complied and will comply 
with the terms of our anti-boycott policy. The statement 
to which you refer is a statement of fact. Bell has no actual 
business, I understand, in Israel. If it were to undertake 
not to have any, that would be another matter, but if it is 
stating it has none, that is a matter of fact and it may or 
May not have helped them in getting the contract, but it is 
certainly not something which would be prohibited by our 


anti-boycott policy. 
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TRANSCRIPTION DE LA CONFERENCE DE PRESSE DU PREMIER MINISTRE - OTTAWA - 


Publié & 20h15 LE 4 MAI 1978 - 16h ; 
RS a a eS 
THE PRIME MINISTER: Well, you have the letters and they are dated in 


April. They are letters which cones rt the First Minister's Conference we 

had in February and they are an attempt to. follow up on Premier Davis' letter 
to me of an earlier date and on the requests made by other persons about 

what was being done about the Becisiens taken in February, and the letters, 

in some detail, indicate what has been done. I just want to give two or 
three very quick examples: on the monitoring of prices,’and incomes in 

the post control period, you will recall that we Wad eaeendea setting up 

a controlling agency, a monitoring agency. The Premiers requested that this 


not be done and suggested that rather than set up an agency we ask the 


Economic Council to do it. We did ask the Economic Council and they agreed 


to do the monitoring and that will be the situation. We had agreed that because 


of overlap of government regulations and so on, there should be a study done, 
first of all a term of reference set out on the study to be done to prevent 
overlap and, as the letter indicates, this is well underway. Much was said 
at the First Minister's Conference, you will recall, on research and 
development and you will recall, as I say, I don't believe I say in the 
letter because it was pre-budget but I just want to point out that the 
budget of course did tackle this ina way which is found satisfactory by 
most. On the "Buy Canadian" campaign which was suggested at both the 
federal and provincial levels, we have mounted one which will be begun very 
soon and we hope it will be pursued in cooperation with such campaigns that 
the provinces themselves are mounting. On major energy capital projects, 
well, a report is being made in there on the progress in several fields 
Such as the Gull Island hydro project, on the Lower Churchill, the tidal 
power development. Certain energy projects in western Canada and the 
northern pipeline. So that is, in very general lines, what these letters 
Say and they suggest that we should continue to make progress and perhaps 
have further progress reports until our next session on the economy in 
November when we will continue to see what has to be done, not only 
immediately, but in the medium term in a structural sense by all our 


governments in Canada. 
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En frangais trés briévement. La lettre au 
Premier ministre Lévesque est un peu le paralléle de ce que j'ai 


écrit aux autres Premiers ministres 4 savoir une mise au point 


des conséquences 4 propos des décisions qui ont 6té prises en 


= 


février a la conférence des Premiers ministres, notamment sur 
4 


les questions structurelles, les questions concernant le moyen 
terme, la création d'emplois, 1l'amélioration de la situation 
€économique, etc. Je donne assez en détails les actions qui ont 

été prises 4 la suite de cette conférence Ho Peyries et je viens 

de donner quelques exemples en anglais, notamment dans le domaine 
du contréle des prix et des revenus.Puiscue nous sommes dans 

la situation post-contr6éle, les provinces nous ont demandé de 

ne pas créer une agence snéciale pour continuer la vérification. 
Nous avons accédé 4 leur requéte et nous avons plut6ét demandé, 
comme elles le voulaient,au Conseil G6économigue du Canada de faire 
ce travail. Dans le domaine des réglements administratifs des 
divers paliers de gouvernement, le travail est commencé pour 
essayer de voir comment nous pouvons simplifier ces réglements 

pour ne pas accabler les hommes d'affaires en particulier, les 
entrepreneurs. Dans le domaine de la recherche et du dévelovpement, 
le budget évidemment a donné une réponse précise et,je pense,fort 
importante dans ce domaine en encourageant un investissement 
considérablement accru de la part des entreprises privées dans 

le domaine de la recherche et du développement industriel. Une 
campagne pouvant inciter les Canadiens 4 acheter des produits 
canadiens lorsqu'ils sont concurrentiels a été suggérée par 
l'ensemble des Premiers ministres et, pour notre part, nous sommes 
préts 4 commencer cette campagne instamment et je crois que les 
provinces sont également en voie de faire des préparatifs semblables 
et il sera important éventuellement que nous coordonnions nos 
efforts. Finalement, je donne plusieurs exemples de progrés qui ont 
été faits dans le domaine de projets énergétiques majeurs, par 
exemple sur le Churchill, au Labrador, sur la question de 

l'énergie provenant des marées et plusieurs projets énergétiques 


dans l'Ouest du pays. Voila 4 peu prés M. le Eee 
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Os M. le Premier ministre, relativement au conflit sur 
la taxe de vente, vous avez déclaré que les Québécois ne perdraient 
pas un sou de ce qui leur revient selon les aiehositiona du budget 
fédéral. De son c6té, le ministre des Finances, M. Chrétien, 

a dit que l'on avait encore toute l'année fiscale pour arriver 

3 une solution. Peut+on dire que vous étudiez présentement une 
contre-proposition pour le gouvernement du Québec ou allons-nous 
poursuivre une politique "a*attentisme" vis-a-vis ce probléme 


ou y aura-t-il une proposition qui s'adressera directement aux 


contribuables du Québec? 


R: Je ne pense pas qu'on puisse parler de contre- 
proposition puisque le gouvernement du Québec qui a d'abord refusé 
de discuter de ce projet avec nous, qui a refusé de dire oui ou 

non a savoir si le projet lui agréait ou non, qui a refusé en 

somme de donner une réponse, il n'a pas fait de suggestion ultérieure 
que de dire que nous au Québec, nous allons agir unilatéralement 

et vous maintenant, messieurs du fédéral, payez-nous. Alors 
j'appelle pas cela une contre-proposition. M. Chrétien a essayé 
d'expliquer comment son processus pourrait apporter des profits 

a tous les contribuables québécois. La proposition qu'il a faite 

au deuxiéme chef ne semble pas agréerA4™M. Parizeau, alors maintenant 
nous allons mettre au point des propositions qui sont dans 1l'intérét 
des contribuables peu importe si M. Parizeau est d'accord ou non. 
Vous me demandez si cela se fera bient6t ou au cours de l'année. 
Théoriquement, dans le cas des autres provinces, évidemment les 
sommes fédérales seront pergues par ces provinces-1a seulement 

dans un an lorsque le rapport d'imp6t de l'année prochaine sera 

fait puisqu'il s'agit d'un abattement d'imp6t fédéral qui est 

au profit des provinces, mais en pratique, cela permet aux provinces 
de couper Seah eas leur taxe de vente dans toutes les provinces 
sur tous les produits, et nous voudrions que le contribuable 
québécois puisse profiter dés Maintenant, c'est-Aa-dire dans les 


mois qui viennent d'un allégement fiscal semblable. Alors nous 


' ' z , 
n’attendrons pas l'année prochaine mais je ne peux pas vous dire 


of ; Vike : 
que ce soit d'ici quelques jours ou quelques semaines. 
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Q: Cela veut-il dire, M. Trudeau, qu'il y aura des 
dispositions de prises qui s'adresseront directement aux contribuables 
québécois sans passer par le gouvernement du Québec sais qu'il y 


ait une entente ou un échange entre les gouvernements? 


Rus Cela dépendra de la formule que nous adopterons. 

Je pense qu'une journaliste parmi vous a 6té assez astucieuse pour 
considérer la lettre de, Des tpean qui proposait une formule que 
j'avais moi-méme Proposée dés 1969 en ce qui concerne le pouvoir 

de dépenser. M. Parizeau a cru bon de ressortir cette formule. 
Cette formule, comme vous le savez, prévoit aie Gane versons 
directement aux contribuables. Evidemment, c'est une des solutions 
que nous envisageons. Cela dépendra de ce qui est A l'avantage 

des contribuables. Je veux simplement vous rappeler que cette 
formule-14 de crédit d'impdt est une formule employée déja dans 

le cas de la province de l'Ontario, qui permet A des citovens 

de recevoir des crédits d'impét dans diverses circonstances. 

Alors, la formule n'est pas nouvelle. M. Parizeau se reporte 4 

une proposition que j'ai faite en 1969 et s'il est conséquent, 
lui-méme il voudra que j'applique cette formule comme en 69, 
c'est-a-dire en versant directement aux contribuables. Mais je 
vous le dit, c'est une des formules que nous envisageons. [1 
faudra dans toute cette matiére étre certains que nous ne pénalisons 
pas les contribuables des autres provinces. Et cela est assez 
fondamental. Je sais que Ga ne préoccupe pas M. Parizeau qui 

tient 4 montrer que le fédéralisme ne marche pas. Mais dans notre 
Cas, nous avions un systéme de rabattement d'impdt 4 l'avantage 

de tous les citoyens, négocié avec les neuf gouvernements des 
autres provinces et il ne faudrait pas que,dans une nouvelle proposition, 
pour rendre justice aux Québécois, nous lésions les autres provinces. 


Alors cela représente un probléme assez délicat. 


Q: La semaine derniére, vous avez dit que vous seriez 
prét 4 dire aux Canadiens que l'on pouvait retarder les élections 
Ou ne pas avoir d'élections cet 6té si les travaux de la Chambre 
Se faisaient assez bien. Est+ce que vous estimez qu'en ce moment 


On est bien partis avec 1l'adoption d'un bill, cette semaine, sans 


doute qu'une bonne discussion sur le bill C-42? 


R: 


<5 


Comme je vous l'ai dit je pense la semaine derniére,’ 


méme la semaine d'avant, les choses allaient assez bien,,assez 


rondement. 


Alors pour le moment, il n'y a pas de blocage en 


Chambre. Alors nous continuons de siéger. 


Res 


ig teen 
Pensez-vous que ga va durer longtemps cette situation? 


we 2 
/ 


€ 
Parlez-én & l'Opposition. J'espére que oui. 
Vous n'avez aucune entente ‘pour, 1'instant? 


Non. Mais l'Opposition semble en @6tre arrivée 4 des 


dispositions assez sérieuses pour passer la Iégislation importante 


y compris, comme vous dites, le bill C-42 dont je pense qu'une 


vos collégues, la semaine derniére, a 6té assez sceptique sur 


le désir du gouvernement de faire avancer cette législation. 


Mais je pense qu'elle est bien servie maintenant. 


Ga 


Q: Mr. Prime Minister, to return to the same subject, I'm wondering 
if you could tell us in the other official language, if you are now 
prepared to make a statement that we will have an election pre-summer or 
at what point you think you will be able to make that statement? 

A: Well, I would give’ the same answer as I gave you last week that 
I would think that in fairness if there weren't going to be what we call 
an early election, I said I would let you know within a couple of weeks 
and that is still my pS ES LONS Beaiandas to count from last week. No, 

I don't mean a couple of weeks from now and so on, from week to week, but 
obviously you've all been speculating on a certain date in July and we 

can still have an election on that date in July by giving me a few days 
before calling the vote so I just don't want to be bound by dates that some 
of you have predicted with absolute certainty and now are saying the 
government changed its mind. We never announced any date. We never 
announced any date and we never made any predictions. You made some 
predictions which are not always being supported by the facts but I 
continue to take the same stance that if I don't have an election in, shall 
we say, called in the reasonable future, I will find it important to say, 
well, it's not going to be now and then people can start looking for dates 
in the fall and maybe even next Spring. 

Q: Just to clarify then sir you were saying starting counting 

from two weeks ago, so we can assume by the end of next week you'll either 
Say it's an election-free summer or we'll have something else. 

A: Well, I would think by the end of next week I would be able to 
say whether we're going to call an election very very soon or not. 

Q: Mr. Prime Minister, the Gallup Poll which came out this week 

has also been widely interpreted by many people as a judgment on your own 
leadership. Have you accepted it as a negative judgment on your own 
leadership and do you think that the judgment is strong enough to give 


you any second thoughts about continuing in that role. 


A: Continuing in the role of Prime Minister? In what role? 
Q: Continuing in the role as leader of the Liberal Party? 
A: Well, I haven't had second thoughts yet. I have been much 


lower in the poll: than this without having second thoughts so I am not 


concerned on that score with the polls. I always quote the Good Book to 


myself that "man shall not live by polls alone". But, obviously there is 


a message in the poll for anyone who's looking at the political scene 


that the government has not a bad figure in the polls but our opposition 


has not a bad one either and necessary that is, if it means anything, it 
means that citizens across the land, taken as individuals, are uncertain 
which government they would elect. But, the message is one that I will 
continue to act on regardless of the polls and I indicated earlier that 
consisted in bringing before the House of Commons and the country as many 
good policies in legislation as we possibly can. 
Or Mr. Prime Minister, if you decide, well, you say you will 

ss 


ae a a 
decide, if you decide by the end of next week not that this will be an 


election free summer, how late into the summer would you continue keeping 


/ 
‘ 


the Commons in session? oN @ 
A: Well, I think I can in sincerity indicate my preference. I 
have done it in the first years, I think ‘68, '69 and '70, I kept 


saying well, we are going to try to be a bit more orderly and a bit more 
organized and adjourn the House at the end of June so that a certain 
schedule can be followed but it has never been successful. We have never 
been able to organize the business of the House and particularly the 
allocation of time on the various businesses before the House in a way which 
would be accepted by all parties and therefore I have never been able to 
meet that deadline. I would still hope we would aim for the end of June 
and try not to overlap too much into July but that is not a promise. 

On Inasmuch as there has been some discussion as to whether the 
proposed constitutional amendment package might be used in a campaign 
rather than be put before the House as you perhaps indicated in the Throne 
Speech last fall and if there were not to be a vote this summer would you 


then undertake to make that constitutional proposal before the Commons 
before the adjournment? 


A: That would be my intention and as I have said repeatedly that 


in this session of parliament we wanted to put certain constitutional 


proposals forward. Had there been or should there be a reasonably early 


election we may not have time to do that but I could say without 
hesitation that if we go to the end of June we certainly can put 
constitutional proposals before the House of Commons and that will be all 


to the good because I would indeed not want them to be put in the divisive 


context of an election. I mean, in a sense, the House of Commons is also 


divisive but hopefully if we can make propositions now that the Tory party 
has made propositions, I mean, the federal Conservative Party and equally 


ah 
Mr. Davis' Ontario government has, I think, gives some publication to 


o 


some position papers on the constitution without anyone accusing them of 
trying to win the next election on national UHLeVien ol Hope they will forbear 
if we make some propositions and they don't say, oh, well, you're doing it 
to try and put the debate only on national unity issues. That will not be 
our intention. I must add that now having a leader in the liberal party 


of the province of Quebec, now that he has been elected and now that I have 


, 
a4 


had a meeting with him I was able to have discussion with him and I think 
that is important, that I was able to obtain his views before tabling the 
measure that we have in mind. . , 

Oe Mr. Trudeau, after your discussions seecebany with Mr. Ryan and 
indeed after many years of considering the question of Quebec's role in 
confederation or what the Quebecers want from confederation, I was 
wondering if you could tell us what you feel today are the major problems, 
concerns, facing Quebecers and what you think should be done by the federal 
government to meet these concerns? 

A: I don't think that's a fair question, you know, unless you 

want me to talk for the next half hour which I am prepared to do but I 


won't take any other questions if I answer this one. Narrow it down a 


Diet. 
Q: Perhaps you could make it brief. 
A: Well, in what aspects, the constitution or the economy or 


linguistic policies, or, you know, what we have been doing, in my view, 

as a government since 1968, has been trying to make Quebecers feel more at 
home in Canada and that has many facets. First of all we made sure that 
Quebecers can feel well represented in Ottawa and that is why we have some 
strong members of parliament from Quebec in Ottawa, English speaking and 
French speaking and some of them are in the Cabinet and some of them hold 
Mrorceant posts. We have also made sure that many areas of government or 
of administration which were hitherto not accessible to French speaking 
Canadians have been made accessible to them and you have seen in the past 
ten years Commissioners of the R.C.M.P., Chiefs of the Defense Staff, 


they are not all new, head of the C.B.C., the president of Air Canada and 


SO on, they have been French speaking Canadians. You have seen the 


Minister of Finance, the Minister of Industry Trade and Commerce who have 


been French speaking Canadians. This hadn't been the case before so all 


' 
these actions are ways in which we can prove to Quebecers that they don’t 


have to get out of confederation to get a square deal. They can have 


their say and their influence in the federal capital. We have, of course, 
brought in the official language legislation which has the same effect 

with the average citizen to make sure his goyernment and his capital city 

of Ottawa will be able to deal with him i either of the official 

languages, the language that he chooses. i 

I have made a series of con$titutional proposals including 

those at Victoria, ieicat ae bills of rights and linguistic rights to make sure 
that the rights of French speaking minorities in the rest of Canada and 

the English speaking minorities in Quebec would bé respected in all areas 

of the law and practiced. I have made many statements on the importance 

for businesses in Quebec over and beyond the law, businesses to make more 

room to French speaking Canadians on their boards and in their higher 

areas of management and so on and so on. But, you know, it's difficult unless 
once again you want me to continue which I can. 

Oo: I would like you to elaborate on a four word answer you gave 

to the House of Commons today. What responsibility do you think the 
government should shoulder itself for the economic problems the country 

has had this winter and in recent months or has it solely been a matter of 
international forces, opposition undermining confidence and the media 


spreading gloom and doom. 


A: I think any answer that I give will give rise to quarrels and 
to criticisms. That is why my answer was in four words. We have been the 


government and if you want to fault us for everything that is wrong in 


Canada, that is fair ball. I would hope that sometimes you wouldgive us 


credit for some things that are right in Canada and that would be fair ball 
too. But, I don't have to make any excuses. You are well informed 


people. You know the state of the Canadian economy. You know also the 


state of most economies in the industrial societies. You know the causes 


of inflation. You know why they happen. Some are caused in Canada 


and some abroad. ‘And some better economic Management with hindsight would 


have been possible but hindsight is a luxury that governments can't 


afford. They have to make decisions every day. But, I’m not tryingto take 


the government off the hook. I realize that there will be an economic 


debate when there is an election. There is one on now. I think in answer 


‘ . . 
to Mr. Desbarats’ earlier question about what the polls tell us, certainly 


the polls tell us that the economy is of great concern to Canadians and 
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course, this is, you know, contra-cyclical budgeting, I think we are all 
realizing in all industrialized societies that you thes sae tors tune 
yourself out of unemployment and inflation at the same time. You used to 
be able to trade off one against the other. You can't do it any longer. 
So, obviously the government has taken some decisions. One of them was 
Mot, to! go for controls in 1974 when they were not required by the situation 
because inflation was caused from the outside, and the other was to go for 
controls in the latter quarter of '75 when inflation was being generated 
in Canada. Indeed, we can look at these with hindsight and ask ourselves 
7 
if it could have been done differently or better but we didn't wait 
until then to start to tackle the problem of inflation. Some of you will 
remember that I was talking about it most urgently in this room, I think 
in the summer of 1970. So, I just don't accept your point that the 
government hasn't been reflecting on these things and suddenly it's 
discovering that there is high inflation and high unemployment. The real 
way of stating it is that the governments of the world amd indeed the 
economists of the universities and of the banks and business sectors have 
been trying to find a way out of this and that is why there has been so 
many summits in Rambouillet , in Puerto Rico and then in London and the next 
one in Bonn to try and see if the industrialized democracies, the Europes 
and the Americas and the Japans can get themselves out of this and still 
preserve an entrepreneurial society and still be able to solve the very 
difficult problem of institutions which prevent the old economic rules 
fromiapplying. You know, prices go up but they don't go down; wages go up 
but they don't go down. Coffee prices that went up incredibly, was it 
last year or the year before, and, of course, I mean coffee from Brazil 
and elsewhere, when you buy it in the store of course the price went up 
and when you buy it in a restaurant the prices went up even higher but 
now ang es prices are falling and I don't see them selling anywhere cups 
of coffee less than they did last year or last month so obviously, you 


know, what is happening? If you tighten your monetary policy theoretically 


you should see prices fall and wages steady but that isn't what happens. 
If you tighten your monetary policy you don't bring prices and wages 


down, you just create more unemployment. It's not supposed to work that 


way but it does and we haven't waited until today to think of these problems 


nor have the other western governments or the industrialized governments 


but maybe I missed your point. 


=e 


in this sense I think Canadians are right because the economy is of great | 
o>» 


concern to the government too,and the government is doing whatever it can 


and a little bit more to try and improve the situation. The letters that } 


I'm tabling today indicate what medium and structural measures we think are | 
necessary. Certainly the aiiceantons Se eal take place at the Bonn 
Summit in July, I hope will be centered not only on what has to be done 
today and tomorrow to alleviate the, very real problems of inflation and 
unemployment in all the fodustrializea vOdiee ies but that that summit will 
be looking at longer term measures, at structural changes which are 
needed; the north/south problem, the adjustment that industrialized 
societies must make if they are going to not embark in trade wars. If 
they are going to adjust to a freer international trade without causing 
unemployment even higher unemployment in their midst, what structural 
changes are necessary. So, all these are problems for the government and 
the government is not attempting to sidestep them and not pretending that 
they were just wished on us by angry anti-liberal gods. I don't think 


that's true. 


Or On that I think you're problem is that we arewell informed persons, 


I give it back and say you are as well, and I'm wondering whether you speak of } 
economic matters with hindsight without suggesting the question that the 
government is attempting to sidestep or put underneath the carpet these 

problems, it nevertheless would be remarkable if a well informed individual 

had not reflected on government policies and their impact on the economy 


given the problems the economy has and not come to the conclusion that in 


some areas the government has erred. 


A: I don't think that follows. One can have reflected on them and 


have dealt with them without being a hundred per cent perfect. Therefore, 


you can err even if you reflect and act. You know, we didn't wait until 


this year until the Gallup Polls were wrong to try and do something about 


shall we say the energy problem. We were probably one of the earliest 


governments to make a statement on energy. I think it was within one month 


after the OPEC crisis. We are the one country which has been, by government 


policy and by good fortune, been allowed to ease itself into a higher 


oe : : ; : 
ergy Prices. Mr. Gillespie's conservation measures are certainly the 


ones which are acclaimednow as the most highest priority ones and he's been 


talking about this for several years now. It's not just a recent idea 


of doing some reflection on the economy. In the area of fine tuning, of 
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Q: Mr. Prime Minister, going back to an answer you gave to Mark 
Phillips on the Constitution, your goverriment hasthought off and on for 

the last ten years about the constitution. — It was promised very specifically 
in October in the paren Speech aS eee yer of parliament and a 
variety of your ministers suggested the month would be March. Can you tell 
us what the nature of the delay is that has swept us past March and into 
May and maybe if ereresiewen election, maybe not there is an election. 

A: Well, I suppose one more of the contradictions of the objective 
situation to talk like the sociologists; we knew when a made the Speech 
from the Throne and I have said this before but I will repeat it gladly, 

we made a very deliberate attempt to put all the economic measures first 
and the so-called national unity measures only second and last. And when 
we scheduled the work of the parliament we promised ourselves and J told 
you it was not a secret device that we would only come to constitutional 
measures laterally because we knew for some reason or another, the feeling 
is that the liberals can only talk about national unity and the opposition 
wants us to talk about the economy and we are only determined to talk about 
national unity and the constitution. But we’ haven't talked about national 
unity and the constitution and now the complaint is why don't we. 

Well, once again we didn't follow your projections or your 
predictions. We are concerned with the economy. We believe the Canadian 
people are concerned with the economy. Another thing on the constitution 
is that I did privately talk to the premiers about it in November and 
December when I visited them. You will recall I debriefed myself after 
each conference and had to keep insisting that we talked about the economy 
an hour and forty-five minutes and, well, how much did you talk on 
national unity. Only twenty minutes. Oh, thank God. You know, if we 
had talked half and half it wouldn't be enough so this has been our order 
of priorities. And many of the premiers repeated to me and I have said 
it again,Mr. Ryan told me yesterday, you know, don't go too fast on the 
constitutionIfyou come too fast with the constitution it will look as 
though you are trying to eeeees unilaterally. This must all be done 
TAwconsul tationsand, so on. SO», we, gaveyMr. Davis and Mr. Clark and the 
Meee es Gon ferchcenand alot of. people .timeto, come ont with a 
@onstitution. | We slooked at-what they, had to) Say- We adjusted our own 


thinking and we are going to come out with some, I think, modest proposals. 
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I noticed that most of the thinking on the constitution has been a 
re-editing or a rehash of the thinking that we had and pub1ished between 
168 and '71 in our various White Papers particularly the one called. The 
Constitution of Canada. It's are there. You know, the Flora MacDonalds 
or Bill Davis’ or Joe Clarks, it's all there and I am not saying that they 
copied from us. There is only a certain number of things you can do. 
There is the division of powers. Then tHere's a few institutions like the 
Senate and the House of Commons and the Supreme Court and so on,So people 
have been talking about this. The Pepin-Robarts Committee has been set 

up and when it was I remember the enjoiners, but surély you can't come 

in with your constitutional proposals until they have made a report.” Well, 
no indeed. We hoped they would come in with an interim report. Then, 
they told us laterally that they weren't going to do so. So, we said we 
cannot wait to table ours until you come out with your final report 

in November or December, whenever it 1s. So this has been the dynamics 

of the situation. I make no apologies for it. I am glad that now there is 
an increasing demand for constitutional debate from the media because I'm 
sure that it will, you know, spill over and it may become an election 
issue then we will be all right. 

Q: A very brief supplementary: I wasn't actually expressing a 
demand for constitutional debate. But I was curious as to why we hadn't 
seen it before and I was not sure whether you were telling us that time 

in the House of Commons has not permitted you to introduce the legislation 
for consideration or whether there has been lack of attention in 
government to that whole problem or whether you had simply established 
your proposals but decided not to publish them or whether, as I asked 


originally, there were some kind of block, a lack of decision on specific 


points. 


A: Well, it was neither the first or the second reason you gave. 


In other words, it isn't because the House of Commons prevented us from 


introducing anything. We could do that by ‘tabling its And sitter ont 


because the government has not put any work into it because a great deal 


of work has been put into it. The reason why it hasn't come forth sooner 


is once 


again because we are more concerned with the economy and we still 
believe | 
| 
| 


that Canadians are than with constitutional proposals and, quite 


frankly, I was being a bit sarcastic in Saying I'm glad there's demand for 


them but that is perhaps not a bad change Le people are anxious to see 


de 


what we have got to say, well, so much the better because, I repeat, we 
said it all between '68 and '71 and people did not ee It was 
dismissed, I recall, by some of the commentators as, oh, gee, you know, 
just a very small package. ‘It really estat very much and the truth is 
that maybe it was a discussion for politicians and for media people but 
it certainly wasn't in the minds and in the hearts of the people that we 
needed a new constitution for Canada. New this is beginning to be 
obvious and perhaps when we will say some of the same things or perhaps 
some new ones the people will say: Well, by gosh, you know, this is 
interesting thinking. Perhaps we should hear a bit more about this. And, 
as I say maybe it will become a subject of debate in the election whenever 
that comes, maybe not, in which case we will not debate it. It is not 
our intention to hold it for the election in order to make it a part of 
the matter. Quite frankly I think I said it in my speech, in the Throne 
Speech debate and certainly on other occasions I'm glad that there is 
a consensus developing for instance on the need to have a constitutional 
bill of rights. Mr. Clark's party has now said it. I believe Mr. Davis' 
party has said it. Mr. Ryan has said it. And I believe the various 
provincial premiers have said it. We need a constitutional bill of rights. 
Well, you know, this is exactly what we tried to get in '71 and we did 
not because, well, I guess at that time it was not an urgent thing and 
in fairness I must say most of the premiers were going along with it which 
hopefully a lesser version of what we would be able to go along with now 
but here again, at that time, Quebec was not ready but now I think there 
is -- and so much the better. It won't be a partisan matter. If Mr. 
Clark's party, Mr. Broadbent's party and our party are prepared to adopt 
a constitutional bill of rights, not in rapid debate but with a multi- 
party approach to this I would be very happy. We are not trying to hog 
the Mien. We are very glad that it is being shared and I think the 
dynamics of the situation has been good but we are not trying to push it. 
We are not trying to force it down people's throats, to use the expression. 
Q: Mr. Prime Minister, you are scheduled to meet tomorrow with the 
Japanese Minister of / : . 
External Affairs, do you intend to take up any specifics regarding trade and 
tariff concessions? 
A: I wish I could help you but I cannot. I have been invited to 


a meeting with him by Mr. Jamieson. I am sure I'll have a lot of briefing 


On that precise question tonight but I haven't seen any yet. 


Sse 


co been told thatthe will want to discuss of course multi-national 
trade, multi-lateral trade and I hope we will have some avecassien about 
the Bonn Summit and what we attempt to achieve there and perhaps if I can 
communicate some of the ideas that I have just mentioned to him about 

the importance of not only looking at the Short run but at the medium 

term adjustments that the western and-industrialized and Japanese societies 
must go through. I think-it will be as general as that, insofar as my 
role is concerned. I'm sure Mr. Jamieson and Mr. Horner and others will be 


, 


discussing much more precisely in trade matters. - ‘ 
Oe In terms of your election strategy, you esa us a month ago or 
so with what I thought was iron logic at the time that if it looked like 
you couldn't win an election you certainly wouldn't call one. I wonder 


what more evidence you are waiting for before you decide not to call one 
this summer? 

A: Well, if it's as evident to you all I can say it's not all that 
evident to the liberals in my party. A lot of them are determined to win 
the election and hope we will call it very soon within, you know, within 
a week or two. I guess all that proves is I'm less confident of myself 
than other people are, perhaps including yourself. 

A: Mr. Prime Minister, if we could return to that tax question 
with Quebec. You said that in this reaching a solution you wouldn't want 
to penalize the other provinces where they are already benefitting though 
from the sales tax reductions so if you were to opt for one proposal of 
direct return of the monies to the people of Quebec, how will that 
penalize the people in other provinces and why wouldn't you opt for that 
proposal and if not a direct payment, what other options are available to 
you to insure that the people of Quebec are not penalized? 


A: Well, I said that may indeed be one of the courses we will 


follow. When I say the other provinces should not be penalized I was 


of course referring to the essence of the scheme itself which was to get 


provinces to cut sales taxes not only on products which they make but on 


products, all products which consumers. buy. I think the logic of that 


would not have escaped such an astute observer as you but if each province 


had been given the choice that Mr. Parizeau claims for himself, well, 
Ontario might have perhaps only cut taxes on household appliances, 
automobiles and a few such things and perhaps B.C. would have cut taxes 


only on plywood products and other such things as they make in British 


Columbia. And, the nature of the tax as accepted by all thé provinces 

was that we should encourage Canadian trade and Canadian manufacture, yes, 
Canadian trade and Canadian consumers regardless of what they buy. Whether 
it is made in province A or province’ or for that matter, somewhere else. 
That Mr. Parizeau comes in last and he says,"well, you know, now that 
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everybody has encouraged everybody else,'s trade, I'm going to interpret 
your offer so that you eee mostly my trade." “Some people might object 
to that and we want to make sure they do not. Obviously you don't and I 
suppose most Quebecers would not but it's not eee pdat hie that some of 
the other finance ministers would say, well, no fair. You know, we have 
done this in the name of all Canadians trying to help everybody, all small 
businessmen and all producers of manufactured goods or whatever and you 
are using the federal incentive only to help mainly industries which are 
in Quebec. 

Q: But would you acknowledge sir that the federal incentive in 
effect was an intrusion into a provincial sphere of activity called retail 
sales tax and eres be the masters of the decision? 

A: Well, that is why we consulted with them. That's why we asked 
them, do you want to go along with this. I don't call it an intrusion, 

if I say, look, you have got a property next to mine and I'll give you 
$500 if you tear down that awful looking barn you have got. It's your 
barn, you don't have to do it but if you want my $500 you will -- depends 
what your barn is worth but that's not an intrusion is it, but, you know, 
I don't understand the difficulty that people have in perceiving this. 

It would be an intrusion if we forced them to do something but if we say, 
look, we have got some dough we can cut our taxes or we can give you 
Money to cut yours. That's not an intrusion. If Mr. Parizeau had said, 
“no ways I'll never go along with such a deal.’ We would have ha@ to 

sit down with him and say"well, okay, what kind of a deal do you want" 

and he would have said, “well let me cut it only on furniture and so on? 
Well, we say,*that's not exactly what we propose but maybe that is a way 
of doing it, let's sit down and figure it out and if you do that of 

course you realize that Ontario will only cut it on certain other things 
and so on and is this in the interest of Quebec" but we would have had 

a civilized argument. But it's not intrusion Sf you're asking somebody 


to make a deal and he accepts it. Certainly this is what happened with 
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the other provinces and in the case of Mr. Parizeau he didn't say he 
rejected it. Now, with hindsight once again, people will say, oh well, as 
long as he hadn't accepted, you shouldn't have gone ahead. Well, imagine 
the cry we would have heard i we had edstponed the budget for a week 
waiting for Mr. Parizeau to make up his Mind. Obviously, he was intent 
in being a spoiler of letting the deal go through with everyone and then 
coming in and high grading, as I put it once. If anybody supports a high 
grader, he does not have my respect. 
Or Mr. Prime Minister, 4 propos of burning barns, I wonder if I 
could ask you a small package of, I hope, tightly related questions about 
the R.C.M.P. in the reporting on political candidates. Whether you have 
had an opportunity to ascertain whether the policy instructions issued by 
the R.C.M.P. on January lst, 1971, were in fact a result of the 

from the Cabinet Committee on 
instruction received / security at the time of the F.L.Q. crisis to the 
R.C.M.P., not to forget about subversion Vienne I. am wondering secondly 
if that policy, election policy of the RIC.M.P. poesseen altered in 1975 
as the result of your instruction to the R.C.M.P. to discontinue 
systematic surveillance of political parties and finally I wonder whether 
you made any inquiries yet as to R.C.M.P. policy in the forthcoming 
election, whenever it may be, and whether if any instructions to the R.C.M.P. 
as to what are the acceptable limits inthe government's eyes, acceptable 
limits of police activity at a time of elections. 
A: Well, can I say rhetorically that I'm glad you asked that 
question because I answered it tentatively last week but not being 


certain of the date, I believe one of the reporters said that the 


instructions were contained in a manual which, incidentally they still 


have not shown me which 
the 


in / question as it was in Mr. Stanfield's point in the House and others 


dated 1971 and the attempt was made I believe 


to link our instructions to the security people in '70, '71 to be more 


concerned with internal subversion and violence. An attempt was made to say, 
aha, but that is when they started looking at candidates. It has been 

stated very clearly and repeatedly in the House by several people 

including myself as recently as, was it yesterday or the day before, 


that this procedure goes back as far as we can see. The police have told 


us it goes back at least to the mid forties and probably beyond. It has 


existed under Mr. St. Laurent and he didn't change it. Under Mr. 


Diefenbaker who claims that he knows everything the police were doing 
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and he didn't change it; under Mr. Pearson and he didn't change it; 

and, under myself and presumably if the date is in the md-forties it even 
existed under Mr. Mackenzie King and for all I know Mr. Bennett and points 
beyond. So, obviously your fifst ie eeton ts very simply answered by 
that. It isn't something the police started doing when we said be 
concerned with internal subversion. So that should put that suspicion 
to rest. The second point was? : 
Q: Was whether the practice ceased in 1975 when you issued the 
guidelines to the R.C.M.P. on systematic surveiliance. 

A; No. The second and third points, no, it didn't cease. Of 
course I didn't know it existed. Unlike Mr. Diefenbaker, I'm not 
concerned with the day to day operations of the police. I didn't know 
they were doing it. I learnt it when probably the rest of you did when 
this was stated before was: it the McDonald Commission and as this 
manual put it so I didn't make any attempt to stop it. I did ina 
particular case, that of the P.Q. when I learned that the R.C.M.P. were 
systematically surveying a legitimate political party, namely the P.Q. 

I asked them to stop that but I didn't ask them to stop checking 
candidates of any party against their own security files because I didn't 
know they were doing it. Having found out last week that they were doing 
that, we've had a debate in the House, I haven't heard any clear 
preference expressed. Quite frankly I haven't given any orders that at 
not take place in this current election or in this current period. ni 
would quite honestly be guided by the House of Commons if they wanted to 
debate the issue and if they wanted to propose a resolution that hence- 
forth the police shall not take names of all those who are running for 
political office and check those names to see if they have a security 

file, I wouldn't vote against such a motion. I don't see anything basically 
Berensiee Wie reece aay if a person is running for office, that 
suddenly makes him impervious to security surveillance. Assuming a 

person is shall we say a known spy and he decides to run fOrethesrOLesor 
alderman in some little city, this does not mean that the police should 
stop being concerned with him surely. Now, on the other hand, if so and so 
is a known spy and he is running for office, I would think it has some 
importance to the police and therefore there is nothing wrong with them 


putting that in his file and he attempted to be elected to such and such 4 


Public office on such and such a date. It is public knowledge. They 
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add it to his file and I really cannot get excited about that but I 
know that the civil libertarians and the public are very sensitive to 
these things, probably more than I am and I am prepared to be guided by 
their superior wisdom. If you can show to me that it is:in some sense 
offensive for the police to read the newspapers and say “aha, so and so 


_ I'm going to see, y 
is running as a member of parliament, / it seems to me I remember this 


name and I am.going to check “if he has got a file as a known 
om ‘ * 
terrorist, © just. -—-9L Know I have come a long wayassome of you said 


last week since I was interested in civil liberties but I just can't 
find this repulsive to a democratic society but’ I'm prepared to hear 
argument from you or from across the aisle of the House of Commons. 

Q: Accepting that the policy has gone back a number of years 

and perhaps to the mid nineteen forties, the fact that these particular 
instructions were dated the first of January, 1971, do you know whether 
that represents any change in policy in the intensification or 
formalization of a policy. 

A: Yes, I can answer that according to my information is that 
the policy was exactly the same before 1971 as it has been since '7l. 
That is, well, exactly the same (let me be careful) in terms (and this 
may interest you and I will try and get it right) exactly the same in the 
sense that they used to look at names of people running for various 
levels of government, federal, provincial or indeed municipal. That was 
true before and it is true after. I understand that under my term of 
office without me being directly responsible, but probably the police 
know as you ee a civil libertarian and they said, we'll have to 
be more careful with this guy. Under my term of office they ceased once 
they have established that a person was running, if he was running and 


did not have a file that settled the matter but if he was running for 


some office and had a file and he was running for federal office, then 


they would have a watching brief on him. If he was running for some other 


level of office, if my recollection is correct, they stopped watching 


him. I suppose presumably leaving that to the provincial or to the 


municipal police. This as I say, I would have to check that with detail. 


It wasn't done as a result of any demand by me 
who say: / 
what, you're not spying on those who are running for 


because then I would be 
hit by those; 
Provincial office". "You know that's where all the communists are"and 
everything else so I didn't do anything on that. But I'll check if my 
recollection of it as it happened is right 
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Oz M. le Premier ministre, certains de vos ministres, 
MM.Goyer et Basford, ont indiqué leur intention de ne pas se 
représenter et peut-é6étre méme de quitter avant que 1'élection 


ne soit déclenchée, un autre gee 


pour le Sénat. Est-ce que 

vous avez l'intention dans ces circonstances peut-étre de modifier votre 
cabinet, de le remanier, de fagon mineure, sinon de fagon majeure, 
dépendant de vos priorités? 

R. Certainement pas d'ici la fin de la session, 

mais il se peut qu'au cours de 1'été, je veuille remplacer 
effectivement les ministres que vous avez nommés, ce sera 4a 

discuter avec eux. 

Q. Est-ce que dans ces circonstances-la, on peut 

s'attendre aussi que que les ministres actuels changent eux 


our ox : : 
P peut-etre rajeunlizr votre 


aussi de porte-feuilles, par exemple, 
cabinet? - 

R. Oh, vous savez, si je le rajeunis, on dira 

certainement, ah vous avez perdu des bons gars solides, un peu 

a@gés; et si je ne-Gajeunis pas, on me dira, vous avez trop 

gard@ de gens agés. Alors, je H'essaiepas de prévoir ce qui 

fera l'objet de commentaires favorables. Je verrai au cours de 

1'été s'il y a lieu de faire un petit ou un gros remaniement, 

je déciderai 4 ce moment-1la. ; 

OF Pour enchafner sur le méme sujet, M. le Premier ministre, 
il y maintenant quinze vacances 4 la Chambre des communes, on 

Sait qu'il y a déja huit élections partielles qui sont prévues 

& l'automne. Est-ce que vous avez l'intention de combler toutes 

les vacances d'ici l'automne?. 

A. Vous voulez dire par d'autres élections partielles? 

Je vais me faire donner un rapport, je ne sais pas combien de siéges 

ont été déclarés officiellement vacants et 4 partir de quand 

commence 4 compter la période de six mois durant lesquels le 


gouvernement a A décider des élections partielles, mais maintenant 


que nousVOns décidé,. pas avoir des élections, incessament, je 

vais me pencher sur ce probléme. 

Or vous vous é6tes expliqué 

bri@vement aux Communes. Est-ce qu'a part des sondages, ily a 
vraiement des raisons fondamentales gui vous ont incité 4 ne pas 
tenir d'élections 4 ce moment-ci. Vous avez dit que vous croyez 
que le parlement devait continuer son travail, mais enfin on a 
quelquefois l'impression, on nous a amen 4 croire depuis 

plusieurs peneines tod se dirigeait vers une 6lection. Alors, 
quelles sont les raisons fondamentales, 4 part les sondages dont 

on a beaucoup parle’, qui vous ont amené 4 prendre cette décision-la. 
Re Je suis content que vous mettiez a4 part les 
sondages, j'aurai pas 4 le faire. Ecoutez, je me suis posé la 
question, qu'est-ce que la population peut bien vouloir maintenant? 
C'est d'ailleurs un peu la question que j'ai posée l'automne 
dernier, lorsque, vous le savez, il y avait également a ce moment-1la 
des rumeurs d'élections. Qu'est-ce la population peut bien vouloir? 
Et j'ai répondu &@ ce moment-la comme je réponds en ce moment-ci, 

ils ne sont pas certainement satisfaits de tout de qui se passe 

sur le plan économique, sur le plan de l'unité nationale, sur le 
plan des relations fédérales-provinciales, mais quel est le message 
essentiel qu'ils nous envoient? C'est de porter rem@éde 4 ces 
différents problémes. Et comme je l'ai dit en Chambre, comment 

y porte-t-on reméde le mieux, en déclenchant des 6lections ou en 
essayant de faire avancer certaines politiques? Sondages mis 4 
part, il semble assez évident qu'il y a beaucoup de gens qui ne 

sont pas décidés quant au changement de gouvernement ou quant au 
maintient du gouvernement actuel ou quant A son remplacement par 

un autre. Alors, partant de 148, je me dis, eh bien, les gens 


ont un certain nombre de problames en téte, veulent que le 


gouvernement donne des réponses 4 ces problémes-la. Je pense que 


les gens veulent que ces réponses soient données par le gouvernement 


fédéral et par les gouvernements provinciaux, et donc je décide: 


la i i é i j 1 
population ne me presse pas de faire des elections, je n'en fais 


Pas. 


Q. M. le Premier ministre, vous avez dit en Chambre 
aujourd'hui qu'on connaitrait bient6t vos proposit..ons sur les 
amendements constitutionels. Vous avez méme précisé que, non 
seulement on parlerait d'amendements constitutionels, mais que 

ce document aborderait @également le champ de l'unité nationale. 
Est-ce que vous pourriez expliquer davantage. 

R. Je suis toujours devant le méme dilemne, de vous 
dire des choses en réponse 4 vos questions que, en vertu 

des traditions parlementaires, je dois d'abord communiquer 4 la 
Chambre des communes. Je répéte donc pour vous ce que j'ai dit 

& la Chambre des communes, nous avions promis dans le discours du 
Tr6éne, d'avoir des mesures relatives a4 la constitution et a4 
l'ensemble du probléme de l'unité nationale. I1 aurait été possible 
que, si des élections étaient venues avant de déposer ces choses 
en Chambre, vous les auriez vues seulement aprés les élections, on 
pendant, mais maintenant que les élections, il n'en est pas question, 
j'ai dit en Chambre et vous le répéte, nous viendrons devant la 
Chambre avec des propositions assez bientdt. 

Q. Une supplémentaire, est-ce que je pourrais vous 
demander quand vous dites bientét, en termes de délais, 

est-ce que vous pouvez nous situer cela 4 peu prés? 

Rye D'ici une quinzaine, je vous avoue que nous sommes 
préts, mais je ne suis pas trop sir s'il faut commencer cette 
relance par des mesures relatives a l'unité nationale ou suave 
vaut pas mieux commencer par des mesures économiques. Glesitece 


que je débats dans ma téte actuellement. 


Os I have two questions, if I may, in case an election 
is not called within six months oft budget, will the income tax rebate 
be extended? Secondly, there have been rumours and speculation of 
pressures from within the Liberal Party for your resignation or retirement 
in case there is not a summer election. Do you expect any such pressures 
to develop, and how would you ewetiond to them? 

A: On the first question, you are asking me about a budgetary 
measure, and particularly about, in effect, tax cut six months hence. TI 
would not even tell you if it were six hours hence. So, I am not going 

to tell you now that the Government is thinking of cutting taxes six months 
down the road. 

There have been in the past many budgets in the fall, even if 
there is a regular budget in the spring. I am sure we would not exclude 
that possibility, but what the nature of it would be, what the content 
of it would be, obviously would depend on the economic circumstances 
prevailing at that time. 

We are satisfied that the recent budget was a good one. There 
have been favourable responses from the economy and the economic decision 
makers. Perhaps the strengthening of the dollar is not unrelated to the 
sense of confidence that emanated from those ane observed the “budget and, 
therefore, we see no need at this time to talk of a future budget six 
months down the road. 

Insofar as the speculation about my resignation or removal, 

I would probably be the last one to hear about such rumours in the 
Liberal Party, but if there are such rumours, you will probably be the 


first person to tell me about them. So I wait with baited breath from 


week to week to hear from you on this. 


Or A great many of the stories are saying today that the lack 


of an election represents a change of plan on your part. Can you tell 


us whether you actually did plan to have a spring election, and if you 
actually considered having one last fall, in fact, and was there, indeed, 
any change of plan or is the universe unfolding as you indicated? 


A: I certainly had no plan for an election in the fall and no 


Dlanecrons an select? Onin the spring ~ebut) at Us obvious =F and itiicertainly, 
was obvious to you -- since there was talk about it, that the spring would 
have been about four years since the last election, or at least early 
summer would have been, and that is a time when young people's fancies turn 
to elections, and, therefore, my fancy turned somewhat to an election, but 
I cannot say that I planned for any and had to turn off a lot of plans. 

I could not say as much for the Party itself or the constituency 
organizations. I have no doubt that many of them were geared up for an 
election, but they were not geared up for an election at my instructions 
or my wish or desire. I remember too well what happened in 1972’ when my 
party had geared up to an election which I had never announced. They found 
it rather painful to turn off. 

I think this time the Liberal Party, at any rate, 
remembered '72 and, therefore, because I had not announced any election, 
they were somewhat more reserved and cautious in preparing for one. 
Therefore, perhaps the turning off won't be as difficult as it was ee 
Oe Can I then ask about the candidates who have been nominated for 
the eight by-elections on the new electoral boundaries who now face 
re-nomination on the old boundaries and then, if you call a fall election, 
yet another nomination on the new boundaries, which would be three 
nomination meetings in all those ridings. Can thev really dismiss the 
idea of a fall election and proceed until the by-elections take place on 
the old boundaries? 

A: This is a bit esoteric for me. I am not quite so sure what the 
situation with boundaries is. I hadn't conceived that new nominations 
would be required simply because I am not calling a general election. 

Q: The fact is, sir, that they have all been nominated on the new 


boundaries and the by-elections will be held on the old boundaries. 


A: Why won't the by-elections be held on the new boundaries? 
Os That is a bit esoteric for me tco sir. 
Q: I have also a question about the by-elections. I will take 


you back to the winter of '77 when there were six by-elections coming up 
May 26th. In the room you gave an indication that these by-elections would 
be very significant, a kind-of mini-election, not only because of their 
importance in connection with Quebec, but also to get a feel across the 
country. Would you say that we should begin to interpret the by-elections 
On October 16 in the same way, as kind of a mini-election and in which 


Poe | . 
there will be a great deal at stake in terms of the government's security? 


A: or am very honoured that you asked for my advice on that. TI 
remind you that last time you, and I mean collectively, were asking me, 
"do you think this will be a mini-referendum or a mini-general election"? 
And I Sttenpten es be as helpful as possible. ‘ 

I think at that time, because of the election of the PQ in 
Quebec, which was a very pedéne event in the period that we are talking 
about, the early winter of '77, and because of the sorry situation in which 
I was in the polls and in the state of -- I guess even some liberals. I 
Had a 20% vote of no confidence at the congress, and so on. I think I 
probably recognized that the times meant that I darn well had to win 
these elections or I would be losing my grip. I would not give that 
interpretation to the fall elections, at least not yet. Maybe if you 
ask me that question somewhere around the end of July I will give you 
another answer, but right now I do not consider them as a mini-general 
election, particularly because we inevitably have to have a general, 
general election, or a maxi-general election within six months--- 
(OR By next July. 
A: Yes, whereas as last year that was not the case. We were still 
two potential years away from a maxtegeneral election. ; 
OF Mr. Prime Minister, in the House of Commons today you suggested 
that you felt a one year scenario, and a next spring election, March was 
the month I believe you suggested, was more likely -- and I believe this 
is what you said -- than a fall election, but a fall election was not 
ruled out. Can you tell us why you feel that a spring election is more S 
likely in your thinking, and whether it has anything to do with the 
potential timing of the Quebec Referendum? 
A: The main reason, quite honestly, is because I would hope to 
avoid a new series of press conferences and speculations in the House and 
cranking up of electoral machinery for the fall, and then, if there is not 
an election, it would have to be cranked down and we would have to begin 
again in the spring, 

I really wish everybody would forget about elections now that 
we have had really two false starts and say the day the writs are issued, 


Gee, the election is on; let's start EuUnnInG 


That would be my preference. I think you would probably prefer 


that too. You people do not want to interrupt your vacations or job of 


writing serious commentary about the government and the situation at hand. 


hechinic eee would» beta melverl for alimof us if wel put Gt as far back as 
possible in our minds and just let it happen. 

I did not indicate a preference -- at least I did not mean to. 
I said of course there could be an election in the fall but I would not 
rule out the possibility of a spring election. Maybe I should not have 
even mentioned the fall. Let me say I won't rule out the possibility of 
an election some time next spring and put it as far away as possible. 
OK Can I follow that up for a moment. Implicit in that answer is 
the suggestion that the media is somehow responsible for the speculation. 
Who do you think is responsible? 

A: No, no. I would never make that mistake. I take the whole 
blame for this sorry misunderstanding. 

Q: Mr. Prime Minister, would you quit if you felt that that would 
help the Liberal Party win the next election? 

A: qT don"t think I~ would, no. 

Os Mr. Prime Minister, I am sure that the verdict of the man on 
the street on today's events will be that you are simply backing away from 
an election which you feel you can't win. Isn't this verdict a political 
danger for you, and how do you plan to try to turn that situation around 
over the next few months? 

A: Well, assuming it is not an imaginery danger, I don't suppose 
there is much I can do to turn it around. I do not think the man on the 
street, except perhaps a £éW You know, are really concerned at asking 
themselves why there is not an election. I would think it is a problem 
that does interest, and rightfully so, people like ourselves. 

I answered one of the first questions in French by saying that 
my view -- and, honestly, as I am sure you have, I have tried to ask 
myself what the people want at this time. I think it would be an 
exaggeration to say they were just yearning for an election and that 
I should not grant it to them can only be interpreted as a weakness on 
Myepace. 6 dont “think they were yearning for an election any more now 
than, as you yourself said, last fall. They will probably begin to yearn 
for it when they are sure they want to throw the government out and put 
someone else in, or alternatively when the writs have been issued and the 
machinery begins to be cranked up and they will say, "let's get it over 
with. Two months is a long time." 


Q: Can you expect us to believe that in some way polls did not 


play a part in this whole thing? Last fall the election rumours all 
started. We know you were thinking about one because you were high at 
the polls, but you decided not to go then. Last week you had not decided 
whether you were going to hold an election, and you told us you would let 
us know today. What happened in the interim? What do you feel about the 
business of polls deciding elections in Canada rather than people? 

A: I didn't set polls aside as a consideration. I point out to 
you that the question was asked in those terms. "Setting aside the polis, 
why didn't you have an election?" I answered that question. I would 
remind you that, some weeks ago, I told you that I had not seen that 
there was an obligation to have an election last fall when the polls were 
high, and I certainly wouldn't see an obligation to have an election now 
when the polls are not high. I think I said that in so many words. But, 
I can honestly tell you that polls are not the only element on which one 
makes up one's mind. In the case of a Prime Minister -- and I think I 

am quoting myself again -- I don't know of many who don't call an election 
when they think they are likely to win, and win well. So, I would not 
claim that that kind of self interest is completely foreign to me. But, 
that is one of the many considerations that one takes. I mentioned that 
one, but I mentioned other ones a moment ago. 

Q: One supplementary. If the polls had been really terrific in the 
last month, would we not be into an election campaign right now? 


A: What was that I said about my grandmother, if she had wheels --- 


O: Just a clarification on the previous question. How did you 
make this determination that the people did not want an election, that 


they were really interested in having you go back to parliament and solve 


the problems which you enumerated. Could you tell us what your process of 


determining the pulse of the people is in this case? 


A: That is a very particular gift that politicians have. They 


claim to feel what the people want at a particular POLE um, tae uneelacmmeles 
on this that they base not only election decisions, but policy choices. 
I think, indeed, probably that is why some politictans yare 


successful and others are not, and perhaps that is why some are successful 


so i i 
metimes and not others. Every man or woman in politics is attempting 


to assess the state of the nation at a particular time. We are not 


always right and we don't always agree among ourselves within the same 


party or even in Cabinet. But, surely you are asking me to give you an 
answer about the imponderable. A politician is more than just a man who 
administers the affairs of state. He is a man who, once again, has some 
claim to be speaking for the ideals and aspirations of the people at a 
particular time, and you assess that as best you can and you are judged 
to be successful or failure by subsequent events. 

I would gladly take a supplementary, but to me it is as 
difficult as that to explain how you decide what the people feel. 

Q: Are you suggesting that polls were only a small part of the 
decision? We have all been able to read the polls and realize that those 
change. We have not seen a big change in the other indications. It is 
valid question to ask you what hard evidence you have that people do or 
do not want an election? 

A: People in caucus, members of parliament, tell me constantly 
how things are going and how they feel about it. Even at election times 
they do that, but between elections they do that too, They tell me that 
in their riding and their part of the country that people are very happy 
and that they have had a successful year in whatever it is, and at other 
times they do not. You do not have to have polls to get these reports 
from members, from people in the party and from people who correspond 
with me and so on. 

Polls are one way of attempting to sense public opinion. I 
suppose people who work for the media are trying to sense and interpret 
public opinion. Polis do that, politicians do it to. Since the Prime 
Minister has to take the ultimate responsibility for saying yes or no 
we have an election or not, he gets as much feedback as he can. Because 
he gets a lot of contradictory advice -- you know as well as I do that 
Many people in my party wanted an election now and many did not want an 
election now. It is the same thing in the Cabinet and probably the same 
thing on the other side of the House to. So, at one point I make up my 
mind. 

It would be really simplistic to say that I just get a poll and 
that relieves me of any obligation. It is not only the poll where it is 
but where it is going and whether it can be changed in an election 
campaign and whether this satisfaction is superficial or lasting and 


what the people really want at a particular POAne nec Se. 


My assessment is that at this particular point in time they 
were not screaming that they wanted an election. They were saying that 
there were a certain number of issues that had to be ‘ealt with, and were 
they being dealt with in an election I am sure the people would have said 
they would listen and vote. But, they can also be dealt with in the 
House of Commons, as they have been in the past four years of this 
parliament, and will continue to be for as much as perhaps another year. 
@) You said the public mood was that you feel that they want the 
economic problems, federal-provincial problems and national unity 
problems dealt with. When will you consider they have been dealt with, 
when the polls show you are back on the way up, or when you have 
accomplished certain specific objectives in each of those fields? In 
other words, what are your targets in those fields? What do you want to 
do? 

A: National unity is one of the examples you gave, and I am 
somewhat happy and relieved that we will be able to answer the many 

that have been asked in and out of this room about the voverune ee 
position on national unity . 

So, when that is behind me and action has been taken in that 
area, certainly I will feel less pressed on that account to stay around 
and do other things. 

Certainly in terms of managing the economy some things are 
still pretty important. Many of them are before the House and we will 
be putting them before the House in weeks to come. But, the answer to 
your question -- I guess the only sure answer is that4some point the 
constitution says well, that's enough. You have to go to the polls now. 
Short of that period, I repeat, I do not know any Prime Minister who 
calls an election except in the hope that he will win it. 
©: Did you meet with Mr. Turner within the last forty-eight hours? 
: No, but would you lengthen the period of time a little bit? 

Q: This week? 
Do you begin the week on Sunday or on Saturday? I am serious? 


Q: Are you expecting to have a liberal party leadership convention 


before the general election is called? 


A: The answer to that is, no, if I can help it, but I am sorry you 


missed your chance on the other part of the question. 


O's If you hadn't had any intention of calling an election for 
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early summer or late spring, why was it felt necessary to rush through 

a bill banning a postal strike? Perhaps, more importantly, why did you 

feel it necessary to deprive some hundreds of thousands of citizens 

of representation in parliament by appointing MP's to other posts, 

particularly in Ottawa-Center where the important position of Member of 

Parliament was exchanged for a rather minor position on the bench? 

These people, I take it, will now be without representation for an 

indefinite period of time? 

A: On the first question, when I brought in the bill it was 

made quite clear that this was a contingency plan. It was obvious that 

the spring was a possibility for an election. I don't deny that. I 

Gvanvtedeny that. “L-just said untill call it; there "sno certainty there 
will be one. Had 

there been one, and had a strike come up during that election period, 

that strike would have had the effect of not only making it very 

unpopular for the government, but generally it would have inhibited the 

democratic process of using the mails to send not only partisan material, 

but material which is essential to the election process itself. 

So, that was a normal kind of contingency planning. I 
explained at the time that we had taken that measure as regarded all 
the private sector under federal jurisdiction, and it was a matter now 
of extending it to the public sector, as we do in Bill c-28. But, when 
I saw that Bill C-28 would not be passed, I did at least for the Post 
Office what we had already done for the private sector, that skh yp MAVEY AE 
a strike postponable. during an election period. 

The second question was? 

Q: I asked you what the haste was of -appointing Hugh Poulin to 

the bench, not to mention Mr. Sharp and other MP" s? 

A: Let me put it this way; some appointments had to take place. 

Mr. Sharp's is a good example. The Foothills Pipeline Agency was set 
up and it needed an official in it, so Mr. Sharp went to it. 

We offered that to him; we thought he was competent and he is 
andehe will do Lt. 

Mr. Fairweather is another example, We did have to find a 
Human Rights Commissioner. We knew that Mr. Fairweather was ideal and 
that he would like that job, so we named him to it. 


The six county court vacancies are another example of that. 


There were six vacancies that had to be filled. We knew two members of 


i = i o were hoping to 
Paine ten ana =rom the N.D-.P. and one £rom our side wh p 


get those jobs. We could not say we would wait another few months or 
another year to fill those jobs. 

But, you know, yourself, because I have the question in this 
room, that there are other members of parliament on both sides of the 
House who are hoping that when the election is called not to run again 
and are hoping to fill certain posts which are not vacant or are not 
urgently required to be filled now. I have not filled those. I have 
filled those that had to be filled. I do that all the time. I have not 
filled all the Senate seats. I have not filled all the order-in-council 
positions which are open. I fill them as they become necessary. 

Believe me, in as far as I have any control over it, I 
prefer not to create a vacancy in the House of Commons. I think 
statistically I have created more on the other side than on our side, 
because I don't want to be short of members in the House of Commons. 

To put this long answer in a shorter way, if I had been sure 
there was going to be an tect eus there would be more vacancies in the 
House of Commons on both sides than there are now, but I was not sure 


and, therefore, I did not vacate them. I named those that could not 


Wait. Mr. Sharp and Mr. Fairweather and the two judges are good 
examples. 
Oj: Mr. Prime Minister, the election machinery has geared up to 


a certain extent. Do you have any idea how much money has been spent 
by your party for films, literature and hirings, or do you concern 
yourself with trivialities such as money? 


A: I don't know how much money has been spent, but it doesn't 


mean I don't concern myself with what you call trivialities which I call 


very important things. 


I imagine that was has been spent to print signs or literature, 
particularly that which says what a great Prime Minister I am and that 


I should be re-elected, I am just counting on that forcing the party 


not to hold a leadership convention because they will have spent enough 


money to re-elect me that, even if I wait a year, it won't be lost. 


But, look at it from the point of view of the people. What 


does a general election cost? Hiftty million dollars or: something uke 


that. If we can stay that off for a year, don't you think that would 


be money saved? Perhaps that is why the people are not clamouring for 


an election. 


In the future, if we could go every five years instead of 
every four years, that would mean that you would save something like a 
quarter of a billion dollars every four elections. 
Q: Mr. Prime Minister, returning to this question of all this 
unnecessary speculation that has been wasting so much time recently, 
as you said earlier in the press conference, you ‘gave your party no 
instructions to gear up for an election. In spite of that, it blew 
about $100,000 on the Goldfarb survey, it has held nomination meetings 
all over the place, it has hired a lot of people for the campaign. In 
the light of this gross disobedience, do you plan to fire anybody? 
A: I think that is an unfair description of disobedience. I 
said I didn't give any special orders to do things, but I didn't forbid 
them from doing things. Take my own constituency. I was consulted as 
to when I would like to have a nomination. I said we are not sure we 
are having an election, so let us not have a nomination now. I was in 
my riding about two weeks -- or -- maybe about three, I can't remember. 

It would have been an easy thing to have my nomination meeting 
then, but I said, "No, I'm not sure we are going to have an election, 
so cool it". ‘I have been telling caucus this for two or three weeks, 
as you probably know. I have been cooling election speculation. 

: Before I ask my own question, I cannot resist a supplementary 
to Carol MacIvor's. Did you meet recently with John Turner, if so, when 
and for how long, and what was the purpose of the meeting? 

A: Weli, there is a writer I like. He us) very thorough and does 
not let the facts escape him. 

I did meet John Turner last Saturday at the York Club in 
Toronto at a reception that Walter Gordon and his brother had following 
the Pugwash Conference. I talked to John briefly, but I Giidmralin oO 


his wife quite a bit. 


OPE That smal el emEgOlmG Omer. 
A: I didn't talk to him since. 
Q: The question I wanted to ask you is, you said twice now that 


the party was geared up not at your wish or desire basically, but it 


did gear up. You did say things like you would let parliament run for 


a few more days or,weeks. You did make a round of appointments which a 


man of your experience would know would be perceived as being pre- 
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or led into illusions about the national mood by your political 
advisors, and if so, do you have any intention of making any changes 
or additions in your advisory circle? 
A: I really think the essence of your question boils down to 
Bruce Phillips' about appointments. I must insist that that answer 
should be looked at by you. 

When there is a dissolution, as far as I have been around 
in government, and I think before, you always see a lot of appointments 
on the eve or week before dissolution which makes that dissolution 
inevitable. I haven't made such appointments. The appointments I made 
were either people who came to me and said, "you know, I am getting out 
of the House of Commons and i am creating a vacancy ---" This is 
Don Macdonald's example. He decided he was going to create a vacancy, 
and therefore a by-election was necessary. 

On the other side and on my side people came to me and said, 
"Look, this job is open now. I am a candidate for it. Whether it 
were a judgeship or a commission appointment - if I could have said, 
Look, I am not naming any members of parliament to anything." Another 
example is that of Bob McCleave from Nova Scotia. There was a judgeship 
open in Nova Scotia which was offered to him. It was part of something 
I had said to him after the last election when, because of the 
alternate between French and English, and because we had obtained a 
majority, Bob McCleave, who has served well in the Deputy Speakership, 
remained on the opposition bench. He did not make cabinet because the 
Tories were not elected. I told him and he told his leader then that 
he would be going to the bench sometime before a general election, and 
he went, and that created a vacancy. 
Os With respect, my question was, do you plan any changes in 
or additions to your circle of political advisors? 
A: My answer was an attempt to show you that I had not received 


advice from my political advisors that an election was certain and 


that I should plan for it. I think I gave you evidence of that in my 


conduct. So, I do not see why I should want to change them. They have 


not given me bad advice. They have guided me as best they could, and 


I hope they would continue to do so. 


Q: Oily half in jest; first of all, do you plan to give Martin 


Goldfarb the Order of Canada? 


A: Hale an yest, —& do Not ‘control’ thevOrdervom Canadakwait is 
the Governor General. Otherwise, I would recommend you. 

O: You mentioned, sir, public dissatisfaction with some 
uneasiness in wanting a general election now because of dealing with 
the economy, national unity and so on and wanting to get that out of 
the way. 

A: I am sorry, I did not say people would have been uneasy if 
there had been an election. I said I didn't sense that they were 
clamouring for one. 

Q: How much of their lack of enthusiasm do you think for an 
election is related to wanting the government to resolve these 
problems, and how much do you think is related to a desire to either 
have you stay on? In other words, what is your personal culpability, 
do you think, if any, in the national mood now vis-a-vis these problems 
that you mention. 

A: When you are the head of the government, you get the praise 
and you get the blame. You are not always guilty of the one and 
deserving of the Other, but that is the way it happens, and I don't 
see any point in agonizing over it. When things go well, they don't 
say the Trudeau Government, but when they go badly they say the Trudeau 


Government. That is part of the game. 


Ox What do you see now, sir? 
A: Well, we are seeing a lot of the Trudeau government. 
Q: Will we see a raft of domestic legislation? What should 


Canadians watch for in the next couple of months? 

A: Apart from me? Well, I have told you some of the jsiaakoiquinestt}c 
Certainly areas like national unity and the constitution, and 

certainly the economy. A series of measures which we hope to put before 
the House of Commons, progress on some which are already there, like 

the Ombudsman legislation for instance, and so on. 


Q: Before a recess? 
A: Look, if we are talking about a recess ~~ T think I dealt 


fen this last week. I really hope we can get out of here this time 


at the end of June. We have made considerable progress in the past 


three weeks. We can always add more, but, realistically, except bills 


which are deliberately put in for first reading so that we can have 
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views from across the country -- and I guess some Criminal Code bills 
are of that nature -- we won't overcrowd the Order Paper in the hope 
that we are going to sit into July. I am very determined, but then I 
often am, that we will adjourn by the end of June at the latest. 

Q: Did you meet with Mr. Turner subsequent to Saturday? 


AY No. 
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Weil, just to introduce Mr. Abbott who 
is, as you know, Minister of State for Small Businesses. 
Particularly since the February meeting of First Ministers 
we have been in the provinces and at the Federal Government 
proceeding with ways to stimulate the economy, create jobs, 
small businesses is one of the more important areas. It 
employs about one-third of the workers and I believe the 
figure is 800,000 small businesses comprise something 
like 80 percent of business enterprises in Canada and 
therefore the importance of this sector is not only apparent 
to the government but to everyone and for this reason and in 
particular in view of the fact that Parliament is around, as 
I said, without an immediate election in the offing, we have 
decided to proceed in Parliament with a certain number of 


proposals in the “areafor which Mr. Abbott is responsible and 


he will speak to you himself and answer questions on the 


subject. 
M. Trudeau: La petite entreprise constitue un domaine 
trés important qui emploie a peu prés 


le tiers des travailleurs. Quelaue chose comme 800,009 
petites entreprises composent 80 pour cent des entreprises 
au Canada. Pour cette raison, nous avons cru important, 
dans le domaine de la stimulation économiaue,de présenter 
au Parlement, pnuisaue nous sommes 1a encore pour au 

moins un mois et demi, un certain nombre ‘le mesures dans 
le domaine de la petite entreprise. M. Abbott, le 
ministre responsable de ce secteur, est avec Ohily XEKE 
aprés-midi et il sera ici pour répondre A vos questions 
au'il entend 


et pour exposer briévement la politicue 


présenter au Parlement. M. Abbott... 


MR. ABBOTT: I would like to just say 
that we have had a chance over the past months to study 
a number of areas for small business and have come forward 
I think with some proposals that will be extremely helpful 
based on a good deal of information we have had. Essentially, 
today, you will have in your material, you will note that we 
have taken some initiatives through the Minister of National 
Revenue. Mr. Guay has, to whom I'm grateful, we are going to 
amend the sales tax regulations to raise the threshold to 
$50,000 from $10,000 beneath which manufacturers will not be 
required to be licensed or to pay sales tax. This will add 
some 11,000 small manufacturers to the already existing number 
or some 20 percent of all the manufacturers who must today 
respond to the sales tax. In addition to which, under that 
category, there will be some additional flexibility added to 
the returns. I don't know how many of you are aware that the 
legislation calls for a return to be filed monthly even if it 
is a nil return and we get a good many complaints from 
manufacturers that even though they don't have to pay any sales 
tax, they still have to file a monthly return. Well, these 
procedures will add greater flexibility to that. We have in 
addition to that a provision whereby the importation of 
production machinery and equipment for small manufacturers will 
not require to pay sales tax. This will cost,about $30 million 
will be involved in this change. In addition to this, there will 
be some changes instituted by the Department of Supply and 
Services. Mr. Goyer has announced that there will be certain 
changes which have been worked out regarding procurement policy 
whereby large companies who are bidding on government contracts 
will be required to submit a plan as to their Canadian sub- 
contracting intentions and will be required to appoint an 
officer of the company who will be the person responsible. 
There will also be provisions made to pay the suppliers more 


rapidly than is now the case. The Department of Supply and 


Services feel its payment procedures are satisfactory but some 
90 percent of all the payments are made by the client departments 
so that the Controller General will be requested to assist in 
implementing procedures that will assist. We have had a good 
NUNDerOPecomplLaimtseain this acea. In the area of the paperwork, 
we have already instituted, as you are aware, an office of 

paper burden controller, so-called, and Mr. Howe has proceeded 
since April to establish his office and is achieving some 
results already. I could cite one of them which is under the 
Small Business Loans Act one of the impediments to that has been 
the applications that have to be made by a customer in addition 
to applications being made for regular borrowings. We will 

now be changing that to provide that it will be optional, that 
the bank can use its own documentation and avoid this duplication. 
This is an example. Statistics Canada in our discussions with 
them, the merchandising survey which at present demands on a 
dicennial basis some 400,000 firms, we will reduce this by 
modification, some 265,000 firms will be removed from having to 
respond to this survey and by some additional changes there 

will be a reduction in the quarterly requirements of a good 

many thousand retailers and they will be able to furnish their 
responses on a sampling basis. There are a number of other 
somewhat smaller initiatives which are described through the 
existing IT & C programs including one that we had announced 
sometime ago dealing with internship program where some 800 
jobs will be created, permanent jobs we hope, by the government 
Paying half the salary while a promising graduate is able to 
work in a company. and sharing the expense of the first year's 
salary with the employer, we believe, will encourage this 
kind of development. Tomorrow I will be tabling in the House 
of Commons a discussion paper on venture capital. This will 
review briefly the existing mechanisms and will provide some 


suggestions for the future which I believe will elicit a good 


deal of public discussion from those interested and I hope 
will provide the basis for legislation if necessary to deal 
with this very important area. Finally, on Thursday, the 
Minister of Finance will be able to provide some measures 
which will complete the package and these will be in his 
hands and I cannot comment on the substance of these. I feel 
certain they will add significantly to the total offering. 

I think that summarizes the package as such and I would be 


prepared to answer any questions. 


OE: Monsieur le Premier ministre, je voudrais 
poser la question 4 M. Abbott et que vous y répondiez. 
Le rapport Bryce mentionnait explicitement, parmi ses 
nombreuses recommandations, que la petite et movenne 
entreprises souffrent de carence de financement. Ft 
je voudrais savoir ce que le ministre entend faire avec 
ses nombreux programmes, son dépoussiérage de législa- 
tions pour remédier 4 cette carence fondamentale qui 

a 6té mise oye fnneare par le rapport Bryce, le manque 
de fonds, le manque de capital de risque. Vous avez parlé 
tout 4 l'heure d'un projet de loi. Est-ce que vous 


pourriez un peu @élaborer sur cette question? 


MR, ABBOTT: The Bryce Commission has made a number of 
submissions, suggestions rather ~. They have suggested the 
creation of small business investment companies. They 
suggested that there should be changes made. We will be, 
Ihope, reviewing tomorrow some of these in our discussion 
paper. They have also, the Bryce Commission suggested some 
tax proposals which I would not comment on at this time but I 
think that there is quite a variety of suggestions made by the 
Commission but none of them are alien to some of the ideas we 
have been developing. 

Os My question was on the disarmament 
conference and the NATO meeting to be held in Washington. The 
neutron bomb is likely to be a subject in both and I was 
wondering what your personal position is on producing = § and 
deploying the neutron weapon? 

A. I do expect to be making some comments 

on the neutron bomb at either one or the other of those 

meetings and if you could possibly wait until that is done, then 
you will hear what those comments are. I do agree with you that 
it is a serious problem both within NATO in the sense that not 
all countries within NATO agree on whether the weapons should be 
deployed or not and as a disarmament problem, of course it's 
extremely important because it represents a technological break- 
through and has great consequences on the proliferation of new 
types of armaments so I respect the question but it does not 
seem quite fair to ask me to state now what I will be stating 

to the United Nations or to the NATO Members. 

Q. A follow-up question: iit Gs not directly 
on the neutron bomb but on another aspect of our involvement in 
weapons. And, I am thinking here of our own sales of conventional 
weapons abroad. One of the areas that disarmament experts say 
is the worst is the conventional arms area where it is growing 


much more quickly in under developed poor countries than it 1s 


in the developed countries. And, we sell apparently 20 percent 
of our weapons outside of NATO and the United States. And, 
I was wondering if we are prepared to halt the sale of these 
weapons outside? 
A. Well, once again, that is certainly an 
important part of the speech I am going to make on Friday and 
I do address the question of conventional weapons and what can 
and might be done about them, both by Canada and by others. 
Here again I don't want to give you the substance of my inter- 
vention but I must put it in context, that the great suppliers 
Of arms are the United States, France, Britain, and a few 
countries from the other side of the Iron Curtain. Canada in 
rank comes, I think, somewhere around eight or nine but in size 
is infinitesmal compared to the others but the question nonetheless 
has its importance. Is there a moral duty to not sell arms 
abroad and if one is going to use, one'Sarms oneself, should one 
merely buy them abroad or should one also produce them and is 
1t more amoral to buy them abroad than to make them yourself? 


These are interesting questions but once again I hope to address 


myself to them in aforum later this week. 


Oe Mr. Trudeau, since you skipped the press 
conterence last week, think MT canvask two ques tens. My 
first is a supplementary to Bob Douglas' question. I see no 


reason why the Canadian public cannot learn of what the Canadian 
Government's policy is before you go to New York. Now, Mr. 

Danson has refused on a number of occasions to answer questions 

in the House of Commons about the Canadian position towards 

the neutron bomb. Now, I don't see why we should wait, or 

have to wait or have to learn first in the United Nations what 

a Canadian policy is. This is exactly the same kind of situation 
as when we have to go to the United States Security and Exchange 


Commission to find out information about Canadian businesses. So, 


what is your rationale of telling the United Nations before you 


a 


tell the Canadian people what your policy is on the neutron 
bomb? 

A. Well, I skipped last week's press 
conference because there was another one on an important 
subject. I am making this week's a little earlier so that 

you can in part catch up with the time you missed last week. 

You may have a significant point, point of principle: should 

I go and make announcements abroad before making them in 
Parliament or in Canada. All I would say is that I have not 
exaqgerated on that score. This will be the first time in ten 
years that I've been Prime Minister that I am going to speak 

to the United Nations. And, I must express my own view that 

in this particular case it is perfectly justifiable for me to 
make my speech there rather than to make it here to you. And, 
I am sure a lot of you would appreciate the reasons for that. 
Q. This is the first time in some time that 
you have expressed any interest in the United Nations and spoken 
there and secondly it is the first time I've hearlin a long time 
that you are planning to speak on disarmament and it appears, 
and especially now since you don't want to scoop yourself, that 
there is a certain amount of cynical stage managing with regard 
to your speech in New York that in fact you are doing this to 
try to get both national and international attention to the 
detriment of the Canadian public who would like to find out what 


YOUrM policy ast 


A. Tt*seems tome that is a variation of the 
first question. I have had many occasions to speak to the 
United Nations and I have never used them. If I were looking 


for publicity abroad, I take it I would have made the speech 
at some other occasion, one of the ten General Assemblies 

in the past ten years. It so happens that I feel that on 

this particular occasion I do have something to say and I want 


to say it there and not here to you. 


OF Mr. Prime Minister, I would like to ask you 
about the incident or incidents ‘n Toronto this past weekend at 
Exhibition Stadium where a bilingual rendition of O Canada on 

two occasions was booed quite heartily by a majority of the 

fans present. As a man with some experience of booers at 
Exhibition Stadium, what is your reaction to that, and I would 
like to also ask you to comment on Mr. Levesque's comment that 
the booing was in some ways an indication of the failure of the 
Official Languages Act. 

A. Well, Mr. Levesque's comments perhaps 

can be easily dismissed in the sense that the Official Languages 
Act has nothing to do with the language used at a private 
occasion, at a public occasion but by the private sector and 
notably the baseball clubs. As you know, the Official Languages 
Act essentially says that the Federal Government shall deal 

with its citizens in one or the other of the official languages 
according to their choice. And, I cannot see how it is an 
indiicatven Of fallureyof thepAct. If Mr. Levesque means that 
we have not yet been able to convince the majority, if you say 
it's a majority of people attending the game, I didn't know the 
figures were so high, but we have not been able to convince a 

lot of people who are baseball fans in "oronto that French is 
after all one of the two official languages of this country. iit 
is a language spoken by roughly 30 percent of the population. 

I think that is a sad commentary but there is nothing more I can 
do about it than to help people realize as apparently the 
organizers of the games are doing that they will continue singing 
in both langaages as they sing in both languages in Montreal 
and let people slowly attune their ears to the reality that there 
are two languages in Canada and two main linguistic groups and 
this is a political and social reality that is not perceived well 


in every part of the country. It is more surprising that it 


i a : eae 
S not perceived in Toronto but it is not Surprising in our 


country where so many people are just beginning to realize 

now the importance of the French speaking element in this 
country and hopefully this kind of incident will further the 
education and cause a correction of that kind of booing. 
Something like this happened a couple of years ago, teloigelign he aie 
at a hockey game in Toronto and as a Result Ol dt. sehne 
educational process about the basic linguistic realities of 
this country was furthered and maybe this will have that 
result. 

OF The argument could also be made that 

the fact that this did happen a couple of years ago in Toronto 
and continues to happen is an argument that there has not been 
any progress. I wonder how you view this weekend's events, 
say, in light of the on-going national unity struggle in the 
country. Do you think it was an action in support of the 
federalist cause or one that the P.Q. could use to its 
advantage in the referendum fight in Quebec? 

INS Well, of course, the.P.@. will use 
whatever arguments it can to prove to French speaking Quebecers 
that they are not welcome and that their existence as an 
important element, a constituent element of this country is 
not recognized in other parts of the country. That is what 
that whole separatist thesis is about that we are at home in 
Quebec, therefore let's separate the country and be fully 
French and the rest of Canada can be fully English. The 
thesis of those who don't believe in separatism is that you 
cannot say Quebec is fully French because there is a substantial 
minority of English speaking people in Quebec and you cannot 
Say that the rest of Canada is fully English because there is 
a substantial minority of French speaking Canadians in the 
rest of the provinces and from the very outset this has been 
our thesis that if you just have a region where French is 


spoken and another one where English alone is spoken then 
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you end up with two Canadas and that is the whole separatist 
thesis and that is why our linguistic policy, the Offical 
Languages Act, that all our policy and indeed the action of 
the Premiers at St. Andrews and since has been to counter 
that approach to Canada of two territories, one French and 
one English. We say no. Canada is a heterogeneous country 
and there is some French in all parts of it and some English 
in Quebec. 
OF Mr. Prime Minister, the Conservative 
Party in its document "The Constitution on National Unity" 
several weeks ago proposed the creation of a House of the 
Provinces wherein the members would be delegates of the 
provincial governments and this House of the Provinces would 
have the power to pass judgment upon, in the sense of approving, 
appointments to the Supreme Court, regulatory agencies, and 
Crown Corporations. This same idea was endorsed by the Ontario 
Advisory Committee on the Constitution which reported several 
weeks ago to Premier Davis and his government. What is your 
view of a second chamber which the provinces would have the 
right to appoint members and secondly, a body with members 
from the provinces, delegates from the provinces, passing 
judgment on Supreme enune appointments, on appointments to 
regulatory agencies, and to government corporations? 
A. Well, if you refer to policy paper, a 
white japer that was published by our government in 1969, 
over my Signature, you will see that we expressed several 
ideas along these lines, provincial participation in naming 
members to the Second House and a certain rule for that 
Second House, Upper Chamber, in approving certain types of 
nominations so apparently some ten years later the Tories of 
Ontario and nationally have read this literature and I am very 
happy for it. It does prove that we are moving towards a 


certain bipartisan approach to the constitution and I am happy. 


We will be making proposals in the weeks to come, as I have 
said many times, certainly before the end of this session, 

as I have said many times on constitutional renewal in 
particular but on the problem of national unity in general 
and we will express some views on the Second Chamber. 

OVE, It's fascinating that the 1969 document 
does not propose what the provinces are suggesting. The provinces 
are to appoint members directly and that those delegates of 

the provincial Peter ones ter xe long as those governments 
stay in power. It was that idea which was the germ of the 
senior boards to which I made reference that I was asking you 
about. 

AS Well, that 1s a modification of the 

idea of having a Second Chamber which more directly represents 
regional or provincial interests. It is this idea that you quote 
_is directly copied from the constitution of the Federal 
Republic of Germany and it has a great deal of merit. We hope 
to come forth with a proposal of our own which embodies some 
aspects of upper chambers in other countries, in other federal 
systems and we will make known to you very soon now what those 
proposals are. 

Q. Well sir, as a supplementary, this is 
getting very intriguing. During the last week, both you and 
Mr. Chretien referred quite lovingly to a Canadian Common Market. 
Would you expand for us now please on your views of a Canadian 
Common Market and how it would work in your federal system? 

A. Well, the Canadian Common Market has been 
at work since 1867. Here again I refer you to publications 

we put forward in 1969 explaining that one of the economic 
advantages of keeping Canada united and strong was that we had 
a common eye eae not a very large one, some 22 Militons people, 
but at least it was large enough that it made it important 


not to break it down into smaller bits. And the Fathers of 


Confederation were setting together a country which even though 
the term I believe was not current then, was proposing to the 
then British colonesthe advantages of having a common market 
amongst other things within the federation. And the tax 
regime and particularly the fact that the central government 
had jurisdiction over interprovincial trade and the tax 

regime which prevented provinces from discriminating against 
produces of other provinces were they in reality the establish- 
ment of a common market and the term was freely used in some 
of our publications ten years ago. It would be a mistake, of 
course, to think that because we used the term we are trying 
to reduce Canada to nothing more than a common market but in a 
discussion as was the case when Mr. Chretien and I used the 
term, in a discussion of the advantages of producers, manu- 
facturers in various parts of Canada of having access to the 
whole of the Canadian market we did use this term to indicate 
that even the separatists who claim that they are looking for 

a form of independence plus an association which will be 
something along the lines of the common market that we thought 
it useful to use their own words and their own concepts to 

show that in their managing of their tax regime they are 
destroying even the concept of the common market which is basic 
to their idea. But neither Chretien nor myself nor the 
government who had put the papers together some ten years ago 
indicated that Canada was only a common market and certainly 
the context should make you understand that in our view Canada 


1s much more than that. It is much more than an economic 


unit. It has many other facets and advantages but it is also 


that. If it is not also that, if the provinces can adopt 
taxation regimes which tend to discriminate against neighbouring 


provinces, then it is not even a common market and indeed we 


will have gone a long way towards dissolution of Canadian Tama teyae 


On Justement en parlant de la taxe de vente 
Oe ble problémes qu'il va, ona vu oful’ skal 
n'y avait pas seulement que des accords dans cela. Tl 


y a eu les provinces de 1'Ouest qui ont plus ou moins 
flanché. Est-ce que vous avez 1'intention de rencontrer 
avant la conférence des Premiers ministres en septembre 
prochain ou en novembre prochain, tout dépendant du 
sujet, d'appeler les Premiers ministres, soit A Ottawa 
ou les rencontrer ailleurs pour discuter notamment 

de cela ou d'autres sujets possibles? 

REA Je ne sais pas pourauoi vous dites que 
les provinces de l'Ouest ont également flanché. Les 
provinces de l'Ouest se sont mises d'accord; certaines 
de ces provinces ont méme changé le soir de leur budget 
pour marcher parallélement avec M. Chrétien. Bien sfir, 
aprés coup, il y a des Premiers ministres de 1'Ouest 

qui ont dit qu'elles n'avaient pas été assez consultées 
cesmpnovimeces-aia., Mads latverite, e"est cui] ywoua teu 
trois semaines de consultation et que les ministres 

des Finarces ont fait ranport a leur Conseil des ministres 
provinciaux et cela a été amplement discuté dans 1'Ouest 
comme a l'Est. La seule province, encore une fois, ow 
il n'y a pas eu de réponse, c'est la province de Québec. 
Vous me demandez si j'ai l'intention de rencontrer 

les représentants de la province de Québec. M. Chrétien 
l'a rappelé aujourd'hui en Chambre qu'il a té@l4phoné 
aM. Parizeau la semaine derniére lorsqu'il déposait 

son. projet de loi et suggérant cue nous discutions plus 
avant de maniére de s’entendre. M. Parizeau n‘a pas 
accepEe Bsa.) Foro posa tons 

Ors Ma question Gtait plus globale. Il s"agissait de 
tous les Premiers ministres, avant la conférence 


constitutionnelle de septembre prochain; est-ce que vous 


avez l'intention de les appeler avant ou ailleurs? 

R: Je n*ai pas de proposition concréte 4 

cet effet. Nous avions projeté d'avoir une conférence 

sur les questions €économiques vers le mois de novembre 

prochain. C'est encore notre propos. Mais il est 

presque certain que M. Chrétien rencontrera ses vis-a-vis 

provineiaux d'ici deux mois et Si a Cette ~enconere, 

il s'avére nécessaire d'avoir une rencontre des 

Premiers ministres, eh bien nous en aurons une. 

Mais, aA moins que quelque chose n'arrive a cette confé- 

rence des ministres des Finances appelant une conférence 

des Premiers ministres, les plans restent les mémes, 

c'est-a-dire d'avoir une conférence au mois de novembre. 

Ols Monsieur le Premier ministre, aprés la 

rencontre de St-Andrews, vous aviez proposé une formule 

par laquelle chaque province pourrait adhérer 4 une 

idée proposée par le Fédéral, la formule du "opting in", 

dans sa formulation anglaise. Nous avons présentement 

devant le Parlement un projet de loi sur les procés 

dans la langue maternelle de l'accusé et les Conservateurs, 

semble-t-il, voudraient que le Gouvernement accepte 

un amendement proposant le "opting in". Je voudrais 

Savoir pourquoi le Gouvernement libéral trouve, &4 la 
que/ 

différence des Conservateurs,/la formule du “opting in" 

qui 6était bonne pour 1'éducation n'est pas bonne pour 

les affaires judiciaires? 

ine Eh bien, pour une raison trés simple: 

c'est que l'éducation rel@éve des provinces alors que 

le code pénal reléve du Gouvernement Redewaley Bit 

lorsqu'il s'agit de juridiction provinciale, je leur 

ai proposé, au mois de septembre dernier, une formule 


qui leur permettrait d'accéder, Drovince par vrovince, 


a des droits linguistiques garantis aux minorités de 
chaque province. Mais je ne pouvais pas le leur imposer. 
Tandis que dans le domaine du code pénal, il suffit 

que nous adoptions une loi pour que cette loi s'applique 
sans "opting in", sans mesure décisive des provinces, 
simplement parce que nous pensons que dans le domaine 
de l'administration de la justice, y compris la justice 
criminelle, il est important d'avoir la collaboration 
des provinces. Nous avons proposé une mesure de 
consultation avant de proclamer la loi dans chacune 

des provinces. 

QO: Monsieur le Premier ministre, pour une 
question de philosophie politique, ne pensez-vous nas 
que le "opting in" devrait exister dans les deux sens? 
R: Dans les deux sens.... 

O: Seulement, est-ce gue vous nous dites 
alors que la formule de "opting in" ne peut exister 

que lorsque le Fédéral a une bonne idée que les vrovinces 
veulent bien adhérer mais que le: contraire ne peut pas 
exister, c'est-a-dire que dans une juridiction fédérale 
vous pourriez concevoir aue les provinces décident une 
a une d'adhérer &@ une idée que vous avez proposée, 
méme si vous pouvez leur imposer? 

R: Prenez un sujet contentieux: l'abolition 
de la peine capitale. Le Gouvernement peut faire une 
loi dans ce domaine-1a. Cela rel@éve d'une loi pénale. 
Est-ce que vous proposez qu'on aurait dit: Mais cette 
abolition-l1a ne s'appliquera que dans les vrovinces 

qui acceptent cette mesure? A moins que j'aie mal 
saisi votre question. Vous me proposez cue lorsque 
nous légiférons en matiére fédérale, que nos lois ne 
s'appliquent jamais aux provinces 4 moins que les pro- 


vinces n'acceptent ces lois-1a? 
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Q: Non, je ne propose vas une telle chose, 
Monsieur le Premier ministre. Je me demande si on 
va vers une coopération fédérale-provinciale d'une 
nouvelle forme s'il n'est pas possible de concevoir 
que lorsque, 4 la lettre dans la ConstLeteion,. Matec 
vrai que le Gouvernement fédéral a une juridiction, 
s'il n'est pas possible de concevoir aque de temps 4 
autre, sur certains sujets, le Fédéral pourrait offrir 
une formule de “opting in”, c'est-a-dire: Je propose 
ceci, je pourrais vous l'imposer, mais enfin je 
considére que vous pourriez adhérer une a une. Je veux 
juste savoir si au niveau politique, cette idée-1la 
vous convient? 
Rus Oui certainement aque c'est une idée 
possible , une idée qui, historiquement, a été 
employée dans le passé. Je vous donne l'exemple de 
mon Gouvernement lorsqu'il a proposé par exemple que les 
loteries seraient légales. Nous avons proposé qu'il 
restait a chaque province de décider si elle voulait 
se servir de cette légalité pour tenir des loteries. 
Alors l'idée ne me répugne pas. I1 s'agit de savoir 
si de temps en temps Aare le Gouvernement fédéral 
doit prendre ses responsabilités et dire: Dans notre 
pays, il semble de justice fondamentale que les provinces 
: d'avoir/ 
soient incitées a4 permettre a tout citoyen /son procés 
en droit criminel dans l'une ou l'autre des langues 
officielles. Et nous avons pris une position 1la-dessus. 
Bien sfr les "Tories" trouvent difficile d'accepter 
cette position-la. Mais nous voulons prendre du lea- 
dership et dire que dans une matiére de justice aussi 
fondamentale, que nous allons consulter les provinces, 
que nous allons entendre leurs représentations, que 
nous allons examiner le résultat, que nous allons 


supplier leur collaboration, mais qu'en fin de compte 


quelqu'un doit prendre sa responsabilité. C'est comme 
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si vous me demandiez si la loi des langues officielles 
si on devrait faire en sorte qu'elle s'appliague 

dans toutes les provinces ot le Gouvernement fédéral 
a des bureaux ou des fonctionnaires. Et cela a été 

la méme chose 4 ce moment-1a. I1 y a eu énormément 
de consultations. M. Turner, ministre de la Justice 
du temps, avait fait le tour de toutes les provinces 
mais en fin de compte, il faut que quelqu'un décide 

si le Gouvernement fédéral, dans les zones de sa 
juridiction, comme le droit pénal, va prendre ses 
décisions ou est-ce qu'il va prétexter de faux-fuyants 
et de consultations pour dire: Fh bien, on a juridic- 
tion, on a la responsabilité, mais jamais on ne 
l'exercera pour protéger les minorités, a moins aque 


les provinces donnent leur accord. 


Ol Mr. Prime Minister, Mr. Ryan says that 
you were slightly displeased because he met with Mire Clank 
before he met with you on the weekend. He says that in fact 

it was good that the order in which he met the two of you was 
that way because he wants to establish that his party is 
completely independent from yours. 

A. Is that a statement or what? 

Or No, I just wondered if you had any 

comment on that. 

A. Well, the only time I have spoken to 

Mr. Ryan , Since his election, was twice actually. Once to 
say hello at the Forum once and the other time was at a private 
meeting between himself and myself and I think it is a matter 

of courtesy that neither of us mention what has gone on, what 
the other one has said at these meetings. This is a rule I am 
pretty Strict on. I often feel free to say what I said at 
these private meetings but I never feel free to quote the other 
person. So, I assume Mr. Ryan exercises the same courtesies 

and therefore your quote of him is probably erroneous. 

Gls He was quoted in the Gazette this morning to 
thet ciftect. 

A. Well, check with Mr. Ryan. I doubt whether 
he would be so discourteous as to say something that went on at 
a private meeting. 

Q. I have a question in a slightly different 
area: you were one of the signatories of the Helsinki Agreement 
a couple of years ago, two and a half years ago, and I was 
wondering if you could comment, give your reaction to the recent 
trial of Yuri Orlov fromithe Soviet’ Union, of his sentence to 
seven years hard labour for a crime which I think was prinei palsy 
related to his monitoring of those Agreements. 


A. Well, we take a very dim view of that 


result. In fact, as you know, the government and the Opposition 
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Parties concurred in a motion protesting to the Soviet Union 
that a man should be sentenced for, in reality, Ceying to Carry. 
out the spirit of the Helsinki Agreements and this message 

was transmitted to the Soviet Union but I am glad to reiterate 
our views here. I repeat once again that the so-called third 
basket, the idea of the free movement of ideas and of information 
was very much central to the Canadian input to the Helsinki 
Agreement. It would be a mistake to think that is all there 
is to the Agreement. The Soviets are right in reminding us 
that there are other aspects but certainly the aspect of conveying 
information freely is pretty basic to a detente between the 
east and west and we are disappointed that a man should be so 
severely sentenced for doing nothing else than monitoring the 
application of the Agreement. 

Q. Can you tell us of any progress in your 
check into Mr. Stevens' allegations? 

A. Well, we will talk more about that I take 
it on the point of order raised in the House and talk more about 
it tomorrow but it is true that I had heard of the allegation 
more than a month ago. Mr. Stevens was making it, I don't know 
how openly, but certainly he was making it in a public place and 
it had been drawn to my attention at the time and I investigated 
it, I asked that it be investigated until Mr. Stevens himself 
was reported to me as having been said Oh well, these are only 
rumours and I can't say anything more, at which point I asked, 

I didn't ask but at which point I know the investigation was 
stopped because Mr. Stevens at that time indicated that he had 
no proof of his wild allegations and therefore if he would not 
co-operate in any way or help us in any way to find out if there 
was any truth to his allegations, and if he himself implied that 
they were only very general rumours, then there was not much 
point trying to get further on it but now that he has made 


them again and this time to the press, I feel that he must be 
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called to account and either indicate, if he has any proof or 

if they are just very general unsubstantiated allegations. 

It seems to me that regardless of what the Speaker decides 

in terms of the rules of the House, it seems to me that it is 
very deleterious to the quality of public life if one man in 
politics can accuse the other of something dishonest and un- 
acceptable and then not be able to substantiate it. Mr. Stevens 
of course has done this kind of thing before. He has spread 

the rumour and he has even used it in the House about how the 
government was preparing some legislation, I think it was on 
exchange controls at a time when the dollar was faltering and 
this kind of rumour, if it were true, of course would lead to 
speculation against the dollar. When challenged by the Minister 
of Justice and myself to say where this information came from 
all he could say is that well one executive assistant had told 
it to another. Now, it is one banker telling another but, you 
know, I could make, anybody could make the wildest allegations 
about Mr. Stevens himself and his personal conduct and say, oh, 
well, somebody said that to somebody else and I am just repeating 
it. I don't think that is a very responsible way of conducting 
yourself in public life. 

Q. Are you satisfied then that there are 

no Liberal M.P.'s or no M.P.'s at all involved? 


A. Yes. 
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O: Monsieur le Premier ministre, il v a une décla.- 
ration qui a un peu surpris de M. Chrétien la semaine 
derniére 4 propos de l'abolition du minist@ére du Revenu 
au Québec. Est-ce que vous supportez cette position-14 
que le Québec devrait abolir ce Ministére-1a? 
R: Eh bien non, c'était pas une suggestion 
de M. Chrétien. C'est que la province de Québec, depuis 
le temps de M. Duplessis en 1954, a décidé qu'elle était 
une province importante et qu'elle allait avoir un 
ministére du Revenu. Alors pour avoir un ministére du 
Revenu et obliger les contribuables a4 faire deux rapports 
de l'impd6t sur le revenu, et cela se fait encore une fois 
depuis vingt-quatre ans, elle a bati un ministére du 
Revenu provincial considérable et cela cotite beaucoup 
d'argent aux contribuables. Nous re nous sommes jamais querellé 
avec cette position. Si une province est assez grande 

pour avoir des impdts, elle peut 6tre assez grande pour 

les percevoir elle-méme. Ce que M. Chrétien dit, c'est 

qu'il trouvait é6étrange que la province qui depuis 1954 

pergoit ses propres impdts, tout 4 coup M. Parizeau refuse 

de les vercevoir maintenant sous prétexte que cela va 

lui cotiter de l'argent. Eh bien, cela cofite de l'argent 

aux/ 

depuis 1954 au Gouvernement québécois et/divers gouvernements 

québécois qui se sont succédés depuis lors pour vercevoir 

des impdéts. Cela fait des milliers de fonctionnaires, 

des comptables et des officiers de l'impét qui travaillent 

et qui ont des salaires. Bien stir que cela cotite de 

l'argent pour percevoir ces impdts. Mais la province 

de Québec a choisi cette voie depuis 1954 et M. Chrétien 

trouvait assez étrange, et moi aussi, que tout a coup 

M. Parizeau dise: Ah bien pour cette fois, percevez donc 

les imp6ts cour nous. I1 ne s'agit pas de leur dire 


d'abolir leur minist@re du Revenu. I1 s'agit de leur dire 


~ 


de ne pas venir se plaindre 4 nous que cela leur cofite 
de l'argent pour percevoir les impéts. Ils le font 
depuis 1954. 

Or A propos de la taxe de vente, M. Trudeau, 
on sait plus trop qui va faire les premiers pas, pvarce 
que tous les deux disent: on est prét, on attend la 
proposition de l'autre. Vous avez dit la semaine derniére 
que vous étiez désireux de rencontrer quelqu'un au 
Gouvernement du Québec, et je pense nommément au Premier 
ministre, Est-ce que vous avez l'intention de faire 

un geste de ce c6té-14 ou est-ce que vous attendez 

un geste du Premier ministre. A quoi est-ce qu'on peut 
s'attendre dans les prochains jours? 

Rvs On attend un mot du ministre responsable 
pour savoir si la question peut se discuter utilement 

de part et d'autre. Encore une fois, ce qu'on reproche 
a M. Parizeau depuis maintenant un mois et quelque , 
c'est gu'on lui fait des propositions et il se tient 
dans un mutisme magnifique: Je vous donnerai ma réponse 
plus tard. Et c'est trés difficile de négocier dans 

ces circonstances. Certainement que je ne pense nas 
que M. Lévesque ou moi désirions l'un ou 1'autre 

nous rencontrer a4 moins qu'il y ait quelque chose 4a 
discuter. Alors, ce serait 4M. Parizeau et 4M. Chrétien 
ou a leurs fonctionnaires de voir s'il y a queloue 

chose 4 discuter. Si M. Parizeau, pour emplover son 
expression, se contente "de regarder passer les gros 


chars", les gros chars vont passer, puis il n'y aura 


pas de rencontre. 
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Q: Il n'est pas question que vous preniez 

le dossier en main; il ne faut pas s'attendre A cela. 
C'est ce que vous nous dites? Il n'est pas question qué 
vous preniez vous-méme le dossier en main en ce moment? 

18 Eh bien je répéte: Il serait question 

que je le prenne en main si je pensais qu'on pouvait 
parler & quelqu'un de ce dossier. Mais 4 partir du moment 
ot ils ne sont pas intéressés d'en discuter, j'ai d'autres 


choses 4 faire avec mes mains. 
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Om Mr. Prime Minister, Mr. Chretien and 

you yourself too, if I'm not mistaken have suggested that 
people who attack the federal position on the sales tax 

issue are playing into the hands of Quebec separatists. That 
being so, how do you react to the fact that Mr. Ryan has 
repeatedly attacked the federal position and has supported 

the resolution attacking it in the National Assembly, and 
does this leave any questions in your mind about Mr. Ryan's 
efficacy as a defender of federalism within Quebec? 

INE Mr. Ryan and the provincial parties 
whether they be in Quebec or in other parties, are appointed 
and elected in order to stick up for the provincial point of 
view. This never astonishes me when I see that in a dis- 
agreement wih the Federal Government some provincial government 
takes a position, it is very, very rare that you will find 
its opposition agreeing with the Federal Government. They 
stand for the provincial point of view and it is quite clear 
that Mr. Par:zeau's gesture, and it is not only clear in his 
gesture but = say it is clear in their propoganda that they 
brought in a tax measure which they intended to benefit 
essentially Quebecers. Now, I am not surprised that Mr. Ryan 
says well, I will support a measure which benefits essentially 
Quebecers. But, I am surprised when our opposition ovarties 
who are people who don't have to speak uniquely for a provincial 
point of view, cannot see the federal aim which was one of 
trying to bring in an economic measure which was good for the 


whole economy and to bring it in in a way which would benefit 


the whole economy. 


Q. Sir, if I may, the federal position at 


least as explained by Mr. Chretien goes somewhat beyond that 
and it suggests, I think, in no uncertain terms that on this 
particular issue to take the Quebec Government's point of view 


is to help separatism against federalism. That being so, can 


= Oot 


one be helping separatism if one Says ~-it in Ottawa but not 
helping separatism if one says it within Quebec? 

Dv. No. If you are helping separatism in 
One way then you are helping it in another way, that is certain. 
But, I don't know if you are quoting Mr. Chretien exactly but 
I do know that I have said in this room and in the House of 
Commons that the systematic support of the separatist thesis 
whether it be on the indirect sales tax or whether it be on 
the Keable Commission versus the McDonald Commission, and I 
could give several other examples, that systematic supporting 
of the separatist position in order to make vards against 
the Federal Government, I said that that to me is very bad, 
not only bad tactics but I think it is bad politics and it is 
aiding separatism in order spite the Federal Government. 

If Mr. Chretien said something like that he has my support. 

On Mr. Prime Minister, right or wrong, 
Sinclair Stevens appears to have prodded the government into 
introducing conflict of interest legislation that has been 
delayed for many years. Why did we have to wait so long for 
this kind of legislation in this country and don't you think 

it would be a useful instrument to clear the air when we have — 
charges of the kind that Mr. Stevens has raised? 

A. Well, yes and no. I have explained before 
that the guidelines affecting the conduct of Ministers have 
been published some two or three years ago, that every Minister 
indeed is bound by them but he has to put his affairs in trust 
or in some other form to indicate that he can't possibly be 

in a position of conflict of interest. Therefore, insofar as 
the government is concerned, introducing the legislation has no 
effect. The legislation affects Members of Parliament, Commons 
and Senators and it is true that the government took an 
initiative some years ago to make proposals. It is true that 
they have been commented on by the House of Commons and by 


the Senate and it is also true that we have a piece of legislation 


=— A = 


reedy. But, Members of Parliament themselves, you know, they 

have to find time to debate this legislation and it is like 

so many othe: pieces of legislation, whether it be the 

marijuana legislation asked about some weeks ago, or O Canada 

which we have not been able to pass aS a National Anthem 

for several years, we have not been able to put all our 

lecislation -hrough. Viould it be advantageous to move this 

lecislation row knowinc that it will probably again die on 

the order paver oa the 30th of June, possibly, and that is 

why the House Leader s<cid today he is ready to introduce it 

but I doubt chat it will make much progress. It will be 

discusse2d and it will be dying on the order paper and will 

have little effect beyond the policy paper that we put forward 

several years ago. And as it regards Ministers and the 

government, chey are presently bound, Without the legislation. 

They are bound by the cuidelines which I tabled some years 

agc. 

(aye hr. Prime Minister, several people in your 
they feel/ 

Party feel genuinely scrry, I think, about the box/7you got yourself 

into or you were »ut irto by your election advisers in effect 

geering up an election that you had to call off although it had not 

been called. I am woncering if you have learned any lessons from 

thet and in <=he next campaign, whenever it is, do you plan 

to keep the same team in place, especially in Ontario and if 

not wha: plans do you |ave? 

Be Vell, I haven't been planning for the next 

election and I guess tkat since I said there would be no 

early election, I have not really turned my mind to when it 

wo.ld be and who would advise me on it so I don't contemplate 

turning my m.nd to it end therefore I don't contemplate changing 

my team. Maybe when the time draws nearer, as I say sometime 

arcund next April, we can discuss that again. 


(Ole vere there any lessons that you felt that 


eee WANS 4 2 = 7 


came out of this experience? 
IN, Well, none that I didn't know before, 


that you generally fight an election to win it. 
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es Mr. Prime Minister, there seems to be a fairly 
widespread impression--some of it appearing in the local 
Press this morning and, also, in the British Press this past 
weekend--that what you had to say at this conference here, 
and the speech which you made at the UN late last 
week-somehow indicates that, while you support the NATO 
armament objectives contained in today's communique, you do 
so somewhat less enthusiastically than some of the other 


leaders here. Is that an assessment you can accept? 


A: IT cannot speak for the enthusiasmof others but I am 
very happy with the communique, as it finally comes out, 
which emphasizes that the name of the whole game is "greater 
security" for members of the Western Alliance. And, in my 
view, that can be obtained in two ways: Either by having 
both sides inerease their arms, ad infinitum, to make sure 
that they are always balancing their security against the 
forees of the other; or to achieve it in the opposite 
direction, and achieve security by a lower level of armament 
on both sides. This is what I said in New York; and these 
are the points I repeated here. It is important for the 
peoples of our democratic society to maintain their faith in 
the Alliance and in the credibility of its leaders and, when 
the whole world is meeting in New York to discuss 
disarmament, that we should not appear to be meeting in 
Washington to discuss only armament; which we are not,we are 
discussing greater security. I think it is important to 


emphasize that, as far as our side is concerned, we don't 


need great armies and great defence forces and meqatons of 
weapons wr order to extend our empires, or to crush internal 
dvsccitey Sines cis wie dsiolimwhivys we have! all of these: arms is 
because the other side has. a Jot of arms AnGie LMsiot ai 2S wie 
cal get them to veduee their level of armament, e2rther 
through SALT, the OLrateqic Arms himitation falesise oa athe 
MBC R--The Mutual and balanced Force Reduction--discussions Li 
Vientia. [nat vs Uhewmamne of the game, and te the extent that 
lf contributed to putting emphasis on that side of Ue ll 
believe [ am very strongly supported by not only Canadian 
Ublie opinrom bul, certainly, I would hope, by most of the 
people 1m our democracies. We are not anmang for arms sak 


we are jJUSL arming because the other side is arming. 


elie I wonder if I could follow that up. I was faken hy 
a romment that you made in the photo session prior to you 
meeting with Mr. Karamanslis yesterday, in which your spee: h 
at the UN was discussed. What you said was that you thought 
“4 theoretical case for disarmament had to be made. Do yout 

" 


sen that as your role here--a kind of "dove amongst hawks 


ror example? 


Ve "Theoretical case" for disarmament, I suppose, in 
sense, that 1s what my previous answer was about. Weil, 

nope rt ws also a practical case. And certainly a our 
discussions yesterday und today, and in the communique, we 
indicate certain practical steps which have been taken, and 
which should be taken in Vienna and in SALT. [ don't ktiow 
what you mean by a "dove amongst hawks ". The communique 15 
adopted unanimously: by all members of the Alliance. | 
suppose, if you look at certain paragraphs, we all look like 
iawks!. ace wm others, weal Mook Taker "doves". Put ‘them an 


a boiling pot, and I don't know what comes out there, some 


stew. 


whe Une premiere question d'abord, d'intérét assez 


Geir . 


J'aimerais conmaitre votre degré de satisfaction 
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1'évolution de 1'OTAW & la suite de ces deux jours 
votre deqré de satisfaction sur les tendances, les 
' 


elle veut se donner; et si vous voulez é6tre 


icite, un exemple ou deux peut-étre de ce qui vous 


SW eager) cole Cl Inia VE) SIL Terrors LS eluise (olexs 

de la tonfiGrence, tels que ces résultats sont 

dans le communiqué final, et ce communique ref léte 
ement deux volets de notre pensée: le premier 

les pays du pacte de Varsovie ont des armements 
lesz fis sont engagés dans un processus 

Lcatiou de ces armements. Alors pour autant nous 
te un programme correspondant pour rendre notre 

JUS eff leatce, spas tellement plus “codveux, mans puis 
t mieux disposé. L'autre volet de notre pensdée, 
Hous avons dies armes pas pour Gteldre nos empires, 
Rasen ee SOS Se ie MOGs MU eT Ne Si. Si nous avons des 
1 vonsidérables muciléatres et coanventirionel!l les, 

use du pucte de Varsovie et alors Wa peiisée quam cis! 
unis le ‘comnunpqué, et sum Waquelle je sus siouwe 


est qu'il faut que nous poursuivions ce deux itine 


volet Ggalement et d'assurer & la population démo 


iOUS SommesS 101 pas Seulement pour nous engager 6 


iveugqlement dans une course aux armements, 


mars ot 


Givat. ude aie 
perdument et 


OURS “Sieuininites: 


rer en meme temps pour dire aux Soviétiques, aux gens du 


pacte de Varsovie que, aulant nous sommes préts A 


ual ink Win fale ik 


nos forees de défense correspondant a leurs forces & eux, 


NOUS PeniBOnWSs qe Cet equi lvhre peu Satie! 


“sarmement autant que par le surarmement. 


dre par le 


Et no 


tndiqué, nous avons répété notre désir de voir le 


US: <aVinins 


s échanges 


etre tes wembres du pacte de Varsovie et du pacte 


Atlantxrque, ces échanges-1la s'exprimer dans le sens du 


désarmement autant gue possible. 


(): Une deuxiéme question, si vous permettez. A la fin 
de votre discours hier, vous avez dit, je pense que je vous 
pyle exactement “il est essentiel d'en arriver A une 
‘oupération plus vaste, plus compléte dans la production des 
‘quipements militaires" mais vous ti'avez pas parlé d'un 
elgagement de principe, a tout le moins, sur cette fameuse 
question, sur cet objectif de 3 pour cent que 1'OTAN demande 
a ses pays membres, concernant sa participation Aa 

Lf éguipement. Est-ce qu'on doit lier les deux; vous mettez 
cela comme condition, je ne parle pas des deux ou trois 
prochaines années, mais 4&4 plus long terme, est-ce qu'on doit 


lier les deux, l'un étant la condition de l'autre? 


Bee Eh bien non, hier je ne parlais pas a cet item de 
J'ordre du jour. C'est aujourd'hui que tious avons parlé du 
programme de défense 4 Longue période. Et aujourd'hui, comme 
vous le verrez dans le communiqué, il y a unanimité de tous 
‘eS pays pour appuyer ce programme. Bien sdr que le Canada 
Sante mAGoolnd ss eval fant allusion dans mes remarduies 
(aie ee OMS Llanes alt pasmVvOlN de enon texte inner Wes tra: 
gue je n'aie pas parlé de tous les items & l'ordre du jour, 
nous sommes d'accord sur cette projection & long terme. Et 
je le répéte, nous espérons que dans un échange dynamique 
entre les deux groupes entiemis, que nous réussissions a faire 
des progrés dans le domaine du désarmement, qui nous 
permettront peut-@tre de dépenser moins dans les années 80, 
que nous sommes obligés de le prévoir maintenant, parce que 


nous n'avons pas fait l'entente sur le désarmement. 


Q: Yes, Mr. Prime Minister. I was wondering if you 


could clear up the problem of Canada's invitation to Paris. 


The French embassy and, also, the Elysée, in Poise enane 
saying that Canada is on the guest list next week for this 
meeting on Africa. Can you say whether we ure 
invited--whether we received the invitation? Secondly, are 


we interested in going? 


AG Yes, I can answer that quite definitely. We have 
just received a cable from Paris explaining that there had 
beei a mistake at the other end. Apparently, arrangements 
had been made here in a meeting between Mr. Giscard D'kstaing 
aud Mr. Carter relative to this meeting and, by the time it 
reached the other side, they were inviting countries which, 
in faet were Wot on Presadent Carters and pres ment. tm acaid 
Ketuint's list. I don't know how our mame got involved, but 
we are not invited, and we are not going. And we probably 
would net go even if we were invited. You can strike out 
that part of my answer. I don't want to get myself involved 
into any African adventures, and I don't think the Canadian 


Tarliament would want us to. 


Qs Mies Paley WBC eres I Noekyice tei delsii oie (ele GNI em eit 
adventure for you here--a three-part question on Africa. 

what do you feel should be the response at this time, if any, 
by the USA and by the other western countries, to Soviet and 
Cuban activities ai Africa? That is part 1. ehaie 725 what , 
specifically, should be Canada’s response, if any; and 

part 3: have you, in these talks, agreed that Canada will 


participate or act in any given way, by way of response? 


ie Well, on your first question, I have answered that 
many times, publicly and privately. But certainly I made it 
quite clear to Premier Castro, himself, that the Canadian 

govertment disapproved--in every way--his African adventure; 


and I stated that at the time publicly, and before and since, 


many times, lo the extent that the Soviets are IAVMOMivied sn 
i less Towpech sway stnaneune cubans. Dl ithanie that —ts <a mistake, 
KO) I believe that the external powers should keep out of 
Atrica; and that the Africans should attempt to solve their 
problems for themselves. And [I predict that those who 
attempt to solve them for them will get no thanks from the 
Africans, in the long run--whether they be Cubans, or anyone 
elise. T must say that, insofar as what the French and the 
Relgrans did in Shabana: T don't consider that as an "African 
adventure", They went there in a humanitarian operation to 
rescue a certain number of people, and though the Canadian 
government, I believe, has not had to take a position on 
that, [ would state quite unequivocally that they had no 
alternative but to go and save people who were being 
nassacred. This being said, what happens in the long run is 


probably something which will be discussed in many places-- 


including al the Paris conference. And, I repeat, we have 
not Hicen invited to attend. 
ithe A supplementary if I may. There 1S some 


disagreement, Tt gather--even within the US administration as 
to the desirability of some of the kind of statements that 
have come out of the administration in the last few days. I 
would like to ask you whether you feel in terms of the 
overall situation involving detente, disarmament, and so 
forth, that the kind of perhaps unusually sharp criticisms of 
the Soviet Union that have been made by president Carter and 
Dy Mee Braezinskn "are, on balliance, helpful’ on, won balance, 


a form of expression that is better avoided? 


A: I am not aware of any divergent statements by 
members of the US administration on that; and I honestly 
don't know what precise things were said by President Carter, 


or by Mr. Brzezinski. I do stand by the language of the 


communique that we inserted at the end of the NATU 
conference, which 1s to say that while we disapprove any 
destabilizing actions by the USSR, or by the Warsaw Pact 
countries, we say it would be a mistake to see the African 
events -- to read the African events -- only and essentially 
as expressions of an East-West conflict. You know, the 


causes of the disturbances in Shaba are probably to a much 


Areater extent “tribal” in nature, than they have to do with 
SOViEW Ole Gant alo bu cn NC eOMOGAle si. 

Ris Mr. Prime Minister, yesterday the Minister of 
External Affairs, in giving his resume of what happened 
during your interventions yesterday morning, said, in effect, 
that you had suggested that Mutual Balance 'arce Reduction 


'alks in Vienna might be the appropriate forum for some bold 
new initiatives, or new proposals on disarmament to at least 
test, once again, the bona fides of the Soviet Union as to 
their intentions or qenuineness in this regard. I am 


wondering what the reception was in that regard; and what 


"bold new proposals" you had in mind. 

Ns Well, i Ware say that thes receprion mtist nave been 
reasonably good, because several parts'to the communique were 
added or modified to reflect this point of vVilew == the one 


that I expressed in that first question this afternoom. As 
far as "bold new proposals": let me just point out that some 
were made just a few weeks ago, and that I think they are a 
sufficient departure from previous positions that they can be 
considered "new". And I really think it would be up to the 
soviet side to respond to these proposals. But, in terms of 


the mechanics, the proposal was put forward, I think 


oriqinally, by the British Foreign Minister -- rather, by the 
Rritusth Prime Minister, Mr. Callaghan =- te the effect tthat 
we should ask our foreign ministers -- the Foreign Ministers 
of NATU - to go to Vienna and to indicate that there was a 


great political will to get the five frustrating years of 


negotiations in Vienna off dead centre, and to indicate 
movement. And I supported that. And as a Ndivenwof iact., 1 
think that -- at least in that respect -- the communique is 
probably a little bit too cautious in Saying that: "All 
Taught, the foreign ministers should go, but they should not 


go until the other side has indicated some response", and so 


one hopefully, the other side will shaw some response -- but 
I would not discount -- and I said this at the meeting 
Vestienday =— the possibility of the heads of governments on 


our side telling our foreign ministers at some poUnk, Well, 
ga there and if necessary come forth -- even with some 
modified proposals -- and show the Soviets for what they are: 
either that they are sincere in Saying that they want 
disarmament, or that they are not sincere and that - when 
they are faced with a bold approach towards disarmament -- 
they stand back and say, well, we need some time" or "we are 
not ready". I don't think we can lose in this regard, 
because if the Soviets are not prepared to answer--to respond 
positively to a bold approach -- we will know that they are 
really not sincere when they talk about detente, and so on. 
And, 1f they are prepared to respond positively, then I think 
we have gained a lot in the direction I was mentioning 
earlier, towards disarmament and towards Gqreavuer Secwnr tay sor 
both sides but, rather than security through increased arms, 
security through reduced armaments. The words describing the 
conference are the correct ones: "Mutual and Ralanced Force 
Reduction". We are not suggesting that there be any 
unilateral disarmament. We are saying we should make some 
bold proposals for reducing arms on our side: to see if the 


other side will accept them and, obviously, respond to them 


in such a way that we will equal forces and equal security 
but at a much lower level of armament. 
Q: Selon le compte-rendu du ministre Jamieson hier, 


sy 3 ne. 
vous avez parlé d'inittatives audacieuses & prendre a Vien 


i estion 
Est-ce qu'il vous serait possible, dans une premiére qu 


initi ves 
de me dire quel serait le contenu de ces initiati 


audacieuses; est-ce qu'on parle de désarmement 
unilatéralement, par exemple. En second lieu, quand ces 
initiatives-1a@ seront-elles proposées? Et enfin, est-ce que vous 
n'étes pas l'un des seuls au sein de 1'Alliance & étre aussi 
optimiste vis-a-vis de la politique extérieure de 1]'Union 


Pinca . . « 
soviétique au cours des dix prochaines années. 


Ri Eh bien, pour ce qui est du contenu de ces 
propositions, je répéte, nous venons de faire, Sr RVarae pie ume 
quelques semaines des propositions nouvelles qui vont dans le 
sens. ou je le preconise. Plutét que nous attarder 
indéfiniment autour d'exigences, de l'autre cété que nous ne 
pouvons pas rencontré et vice versa, nous avons fait des 
propositions fort nouvelles, allant en grandepartie dans le 
sens de la satisfaction des objections soviétiques. Pour ce 
qui est de la forme, je le répéte, je pense que le communiqué 
est peut-étre un peu trop prudent en indiquant que la | 
suggestion qui a été faite par plusieurs, y compris moi-méme, 
que nos ministres des Affaires étrangéres aillent & Vienne 
négocier la prochaine étape, ou conclure la prochaine étape 
pour indiquer qu'il y a vraiment de notre c6té une volonté 
politique de réussir dans notre entreprise de désarmement. 
Cela je pense que le communiqué est peut-étre un peu trop 
PRUGenie Jen edxrsame Moun alc edevironc «alee alka ema si amt aunt 


attendre que l'autre cété fasse un certain nombre de 


démarches, ete..5 Je pense aquers? 1] “autre céte répond 
favorablement & nos propositions, tant mieux: on est 
débloqués. Si l'autre cété ne répond pas favorablement & nos 


propositions, je pense qu'on devra dire & ce moment -1a & 

nNOS Ministres des Affaires étrangéres d'aller 14 et de faire 
des propositions, peut-étre méme allant sensiblement, ou 
partiellement plus loin que tios propositions actuelles mais 
pour voir vraiment si l'autre c6té est sincére, le Dace "de 
Varsovie, lorsqu'il proclame qu'il veut le désarmement et la 
paix en Europe. Et ma proposition étant partie d'ordre 


tactique, il s'agit de savoir si l'autre c6té est sérieux. 


D'un autre cé6té , les pays démocratiques, nous n'avons pas 
besoin des vastes armées et des forces que nous avons pour 
maintenir la paix & l'intérieur de nos pays, ni pour étendre 
nos empires. Si nous avons des armements aussi 
considérables, nucléaires autant que classiques, c'est parce 
gue l'autre cété en a aussi et je propose que nous 
débloquions les discussions & Vienne sur le désarmement, 
encore une fois par le mécanisme de nos ministres, mais 
également par un contenu nouveau, semblable &a celui qui a été 
proposé il y a quelques semaines et & laquelle proposition 
nous n'avons pas encore eu de réponse. Je pense que vous 


aviez une troisiéme partie & votre question. 


Q: Je vous demandais si vous n'étiez pas un des seuls 
a 6étre aussi optimiste vis-a-vis l'avenir de la politique 


extérieure de l'Union soviétique? 


R: Je ne sais pas. Je ne me definirais pas non plus 
comme optimiste. Mais je sais que les sommes dépensées pour 
les budgets de la défense dans le monde, comme je le disais a 
New-York, est de l'ordre de $400 milliards par année. Sans 
étre optimiste sur la pensée profonde des pays du pacte de 
Varsovie, il me semble que eux, autart que nous, devralent 
vouloir une solution qui nous permettrait d'avoir une égale 
sécurité, mais non pas par le surarmement, mais par une 
réduction des armements. L'important, c'est aue les deux 
cétés aient des forces & peu prés équilibrées. Or, cet 
équilibre peut s'obtenir soit en augmelntant de part et 
d'autre nos forces, soit en diminuant de part et di Vauit re) no's 
forces. Et quant a moi, je mise autant sur l'un que sur 
l'autre et je ne veux pas que la réunion de WOT AN Svcastisiont 
interprétée uniquement comme une réunion intéressée a 
l"apmement ou au -surarmemenit. » Je veux que ce deuxieme volet, 
celui du désarmement, soit présent dans l'esprit de nos 


populations et également dans l'esprit des pays du pacte 


de Varsovie, qur aul rement pourraient bren se SObvLI de Ceuine 
psunian ede nO TAN Se onmeniiimeannist pUMmenintaGce propagande pour 
roctaquer que nous ne sommes pas sinceres lorsque nous parlons 
i. déaurinement et cst a cause de ce raisornivement, qui est 
purtagé d'eilleurs, je pense, par tous les membres de 
1)ALliance, mais ceriainement que ce raisonnement s'inserit 
Gaus un certain nombre de paragraphes du communiqué et que ce 
‘ammunrque a été adopté & Lturanimité. Alors PRFawe teroure 
nue Ge he sis pas scul, comme vous Te dates’; a étre 
EON other, Fait MMANUR ee tershoi, a Won U Celi sin® UNOS Mes Misia OL olets: 

meni’ iiieet lien ie fe toarte Marnienentit ™ “suivante ele 


FEW ete (oiiearas GU Lacogak bt 


Mounsiaur lo Premier ministre, pour les besoins de 
zs ifvision Francaise, j'aimerais vous poser une question 
In Pre snnlathe A celle oiw a GLé pasée: en janiglWaas Ss uatessa 
votre discours de New-York et & votre prise de position lors 
yan inaugurate de 1'OTAN. Le Washington Post 
rvait ve matin que Ttattitude canadienne ressemblait a du 
rArnemMent witlhatéral sous le parapluie américain et 


jo a.merais que vous commentiriez cet argqument-1la. 


TEC Hig, BC ESL AGG. SO Serie enelis Sil) Ol ta ie lic OM Pl ES 
ou hren ils sont sinquli@rement en retard sur les nouvelles 
DAIS “Cuts CG squie 4 baniionce “al fond ‘oNesie ttiie spolmini que Faun 
Clart déja ianscrite dans notre livre blane sur la défense de 
7i. Cette idée du parapluie américain qui tous protege, bien 
sr aue we est une mddée dont je me wéclame, mars dont stout We 
se veclame. C'est a cause du parapluiec aménicain gu'on 
a J't¢quilibre acttrel, qu'on a la ipaix depuis les ammnées 150% 
Ce parapluie américain, d'une part, et le parapluie 
SHEN MsT WG M Ky GMAON Ie Oy WORD Gu WY Gl WS Gon 
d*éguilibre de Ja terreur; c'est l'essence méme de la 
issuusron. On sait que l'autre cété est assez fort, assez 
armé de puissances nucléaires qui peuvent détruire 
entifrement le camp adverse s'il est provoqué. Alors, que le 


Canada soit A Ll'abri de ce parapluie, c'est entetidu, mais 


l'Europe J’est Sgalement. Alors je ne sais pas de quoi le 


Washington Post se met en peine. Notre politique & nous, 
c'était que la prolifération nucléaire est dangereuse. Et 
plus il y a de pays qui ont les armes nucléaires 
destructives, plus les chances d'une guerre nucléaire 
provoquée par accident ou par folie sont grandes. Et c'est 
pour cela que tious avons proposé, avec d'autres pays, le 
treité de non-prolifération et c'est pour cela qu'il a été 
Signé par plusieurs douzaines de pays dans le monde. Nous ne 
voulons pas répandre les armements nucléaires. ft si le 
Canada peut donner ltexemple d'un Pays gure sdates: "nigra: wen 
aurons pas, nous", il me semble que tion seulement mous 
Faisons ce qu'il faut faire, mais je l'espére, nous donnons 
un exemple qui sera suivi. Alors cette idée de parapluie 


nuctéaire, elle protege beaucoup de monde. 


Q: Mr. Prime Minister, my name is Evelyn Davis. I am 
Editor of High Lights and Low Lights in Washington D.C. Do 

you believe the costs of NATO are accurately divided between 
the fifteen countries; atnd do you expect, iti case of further 
decline in the US dollar, the US congress may ask for partial 


troop withdrawal because of excessive costs? 


A: Well, I really could not predict what the US 
congress will do but, certainly, the US administration at the 
past two-days meeting has not indicated that it is going to 
seek a reduction in its participation in NATO, or in other 
defence expenditures. As to whether the expenditures are 
well balanced and well distributed: obviously, they are not. 
It is quite clear that the Soviet Union on the Warsaw Pact 
countries, and the USA on the NATO country side are spending 
much more than the other countries, and probably more than 


the totality of the other countries. 


Q: Now, to clarify: Do you expect a further decline 


in the dollser--the Ws dol lar? 
A: Well, 1 would not advise you to speculate on it. 


Q: I see. I am going to give you an autographed copy 


of my publication, "High Lights and Low Lights". 


A: I would like that. What does it say about the 


dollar incident ly? 


es It costs $64.00, but you will get a complimentary 


copy from me. 


Ne I see. Well, if the US dollar declines, foreigners 
will be able to buy it at the cheaper rate. So I suppose you 


might have a vested interest in the lowering of the american 


dollar so that you can increase your sales. Thank you very 
much. 

Q: You will find it very interesting reading on the 
plane. 

AY Thank you. Tell me some more about it. 

Q: I am interested, and I like to hear your comments. 
AK Thank You. 

Q: Mr. Prime Minister, this afternoon, the US Defense 


Department estimated that the cost of this agreement is 
approximately $60 to 80 billion in 1977, constant 


Jollars--for all members. 


A: Over a period of how many years? 


(ie Qver a period of 15 years. Given that formula as 
being a ball park figure, have you celculated what Canada's 
Shia ren wili bic cand scanayou stelle us what ind off strain that 


may place on the economy, if any? 


A; We have calculated that our commitment to roughly 3 
percent real growth in our defence expenditures over the next 
per1od of time, will permit us to take up our share of those 
expenditures looked at in a long term defence programme. In 
other words, I believe all countries committed themselves to 
something like a 3 percent real growth rate. There is some 
difficulty in knowing how far forward we can project that. 
In Canada's case, | believe we've POVEC re dea te To e9/8 le 
Certainly, in other countries--and it was said so around the 
table this morning,--we accept the document for planting 
purposes but nobody could pretend to commit his government 
first-without going back to discuss it with his cabinet or 
his administration. Second, the point was made that in the 
democracies, of course, governments change and the 
commitments themselves can change. 1 would add to that a 
third point: that if we are successful--as I hope we will 
be, and as I think we must be--in disarmament, then these 
commitments can, and should, be considerably less. These 
commitments and this figure is based on the assumption of a 
static power relationship and of an increase--by the 
Soviets--of their military might. If we can do 
something--either through the SALT, or the MBFR, to change 
that, of course, then we will have to spend less and surely 


that is the object of the exercise of disarmament. 


): Mr. Prime Minister, agreeing that there are 


Probabilities here, are we talking in terms, though, of 


billions of dollarss, hundreds? of mill monss of (dollars Ome ens 
of millions of dollars? 1 agree - as the Defense Department 


stated- that it is very hard to make those projections. 


A: Well, if you are asking for Canada, I can just mak» 
s rough calculation, just standing here before you. Our 
defence budget is of the order of $3 billion a year. If we 
increase that by 3 percent quickly, somebody tell me how much 
that is every year? “Alrdatinenm add) tomat thier amilaem onmirate sn 
order to get the 3 percent in real terms, and you will find 
out how much we are committed naw--even before coming out of 
the NATO summit--to spend for our defence forces which, as 
you know, are committed to NATO or NORAD in one form or 
another. So that is a commitment which is budgeted for in 
our five-year defence planning budgets. What happens later 
on in the eighties, I repeat, will depend in part on what 
happens politically within our countries and, international!» 
in disarmament. But the Canadian figure, you can calculate 

TOG ch AILANTie mee encom IV Es It 1s around 3 percent on a basis of about 


$3 billion wnow--I guess $2.9 billion. 


Q: Mes Prime Maiirsiter, af 1 ‘could “ask a iolieist vom abou 
bilateral USA/Canadian affairs. Pannass has gone 
ahead--over Canadian objections-- with a pilot plan to diver' 
more water from lake Michigan, at the risk of draining some 
of the Canadian power output in the St-Lawrence. At the same 
time, congress had declined to accede to the Canadian request 
that it strike the ban on deductions for convention expenses 
in Canada, because of the linkage with C-58. I would like to 
ask, first, are you resigned to the diversion projects gong 
ahead? And, secondly, is there any prospect of Canada's 


modifying C-58 in order to get the conventions back? 


A: Well, you are really asking a question on two 
points. We have been involved in that initiative for the 
better part of a year now, and we are still optimistic that 
Ves Progressing WN the! pvght direction. So’ I am mot 
suggesting that we cannot help in Africa. On the contrary, I 
think that we can, but our view is that we must help, in 
peaceful ways, the African majorities--wherever they are--to 
evolve towards greater independence where that is required as 
in Zimbabwe, or towards greater economic security as in the 
case of the many countries where we have assistance and 


technical uid of a non-military character. 


Or Monsieur Trudeau, vous avez repris cette question 
JEM Dose au Couns de ce SOMMet, all SUjeu de ce draloguie 
trans-atluntique concernant les effectifs de 1'OTAN du c6té 
industriel de 1'OTAN. Ceci pourrait dire essentiellement que 
le dialogue trans-atlantique se concerne trop souvent entre 
les deux blocs principaux, l'Europe et les Etats-Unis. Cela 
veut-2l bien dire, le fait que vous ayiez repris cette 
question qu'il n'y ait pas eu de progrés notable signalé au 


cours des derniéres années? 


A: Notre aide ne reflétait pas tellement le manque de 
progrés, mais la crainte d'un certain recul. Nous avons 
craint que la consultation au sein des quinze ne soit 
progressivement remplacée par une consultation au sein des 
neuf, qui nous mettrait devant un fait accompli en disant, 
bien voici ce que l'Europe des neuf pense, maintenant on va 
en discuter au sein de 1'OTAN. J'ai exprimé cette crainte 
surtout en rapport avec les étapes & franchir a la suite de 
Ja conférence de Belgrade et en préparation de la conférence 


de Madrid. Mais je peux dire que sur ce point, on m'a donne 


toutes sortes d'assurances que ce 1'était pas |'intention des 
neuf et le communiqué effectivement nous donne satisfaction 
en ce qu'il réitére J‘intentiou des membres de 1*Alliance. de 
consulter dans tous les domaines qui avaient été définis dans 
la déclaration d'Ottawa et 1974 comme devant étre l'objet de 
consultations au sein de 1'OTAN. Alors dans ce sens-la je 
suis tres content d'avoir exprimé nos inquiétudes et trés 
satisfait des assurances qu'on nous a données. Enfin, comme 
je (ar déja expliqué, iiotwe panriverpatyoan oa: CONAN a smislite 
justunveatvons, mars LT Une dM etremelshe si mos ec ad emo unlio. mt 
faire partie d'une communauté et d'une alliance plus large 
que |l'alliance du NORAD ot nous sommes seuls vis-a-vis des 
américains et nous trouvons trés avantageux d'avoir ce forum 
élargi. Sitiguliérement, le président Carter exprimait un 
peut les mémes idées. Enfin je me vais pas parler pour lui, 
mais je sens que le président Carter dans les grandes 
responsabilités gu'il doit exercer comme principal pays de 
!'Allianee, veut aussi s'assurer que les consultations 


continueraient. 


Qi Mr. Prime Minister, I have three short questions. 

As you know, the Canadian non-governmental organizations advocate 
that the Canadian Government should not go ahead with the 
purchasing of additional fighter aircraft and, secondly, they 
advocated that the government should not sell uranium to NATO 


countries, or to any members of the international community. 


A: Who advocates this? 

Q: The non-governmental re eee in New York. 
A: Canadian non-governmental organizations? 

Q: 


The Canadian non-governmental organizations, yes. 


= ieee 


A: ...-should not go towards the fighter aircraft and 
should not sell uranium to cither Germany, or any other NATO 
ecouutriess; or to ony members of the international community. 
ws T want to find out what reply you have for the 


nonstovernmental organizations. 

A: Well, my answer is really cautioned by the fact 
that I have not read any recommendation by them, and I don't 
know the context in which these two were made. But 
certainly, om the second one--not selling uranium to 
Europe--I disagree with that completely. It is important to 
note that we have not for the past ten years sold any uranium 
which was not for peaceful purposes. So, on that score, I 
think it is important that we continue this policy--not of 
trying to sit on our uranium, but of making sure that it is 
only used for peaceful purposes. I repeat, this has been our 
policy for ten years. The question of safeguards applies, of 
course, to the technology and peaceful use of the atom, and 
sO on. So on that resolution, if it is advocated as you say, 
then I don't find it either wise or acceptable. On the 
fuGncer adh ola ss Unelie,. oO. l wollid) Take: “to know, ao vcit Ve 
bit, what their reasoning is and why they don't want Canada 
to have fighter aircraft. We have fighter aircraft now, the 
voodoos. They are becoming obsolete. The question is, by 
19-- whatever it is-- 1982 or 1983--do we want to cease our 
role in NORAD, of our surveying the Canada territory and 
providing its defence in the case of attack; or do we want to 
cease it and leave it to be done by the americans; or do we 


want to protect our own air space? 


Q: I just want to clarify what I was saying. More 
pointedly, the non-governmental organizations are saying that you 
should have a moratorium on the entire decision for at least 


two to five years before we go ahead with that. 


A: Well the effect would be the same. That would mean 
that, at some point, the voodoos would be obsolete, and we 
would not be able to fulfill our duties im NORAD, and the 
americans would be protecting the Canadian air space. That 
is an arguable point. But we made our policy well known when 
we published our white paper on foreign policy and defence. 

I believe in 1971, when we examined the alternatives of 
complete pacifism and complete and total disarmament; or 
non-alliance; or alliance; and we conluded-- I believe with 
the support of all parties in Parliament-- that we should be 
aligned in NATO and in NORAD. I don't see any reason to 


reopen that decision at this time. 
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JACQUES RIVARD (Radio-Canada): Monsieur le Premier ministre, 

Gans le livre blanc sur Ya culture,’ le Québec revendique des 

domaines occupés jusqu'a& maintenant par le Fédéral en matiére 


de culture et se dit prét 4 négocier avec votre gouvernement. 


Etes-vous prét 4 négocier avec le Québec 18-dessus? et sinon pourquoi? 


Re Vous pourriez peut-étre me demander "Si oui, pouvrouoi?" 
aussi parce que le Québec m'a toujours dit qu'il ne voulait 

pas négocier la constitution petit 4 petit, av'il voulait la 
séparation et ensuite on négocierait une association. Alors je 
n'ai pas lu le livre blanc. Le gouvernement est en train de 
1'étudier. On aura des choses 4 dire. Mais c'est vraiment la 
premiére nouvelle que j'ai que le gouvernement du Québec est 

prét 4 ren@égocier avec le Fédéral un nouveau vartage des 

HUGG tLONS.) ol oui, tant mieux, c'est un progrés. 


JACQUES RIVARD: M. Davis, le Premier ministre ontarien, qui a 


sé un veto au bilinguisme dans la fonction publique ou enfin 
sles services publics en Ontario; est-ce que vous avez 


OCT 29 isa, comm@ataires sur cette décision deoMa Davis? —ESesce que 
<= f JY/R “he 


awh. ay ; i 
cela modifiews les propositions constitutionnelles que vous comptez 


wy \ 


<présgrter bientét? 
crx 


Eh bien je ne pense gu'il soit juste de dire sue M. 


Davis a apporté un veto aux services en francais dans la province 
de l'Ontario. Je pense qu'en toute justice il faut dire cue la 
province de l'Ontario a fait pas mal de progrés depuis 10 ans 

dans le domaine de l'octroi de services aux francophones de cette 
province. Pas autant gue nous aimerions et pas autant aque les 
francophones ontariens l'aimeraient. Mais sauf erreur, sa position 
n'est pas de dire que nous n'allons rien faire pour eux mais de 
Giresanence projet de lor en particulver, nous ne PpOUvOn's pas 
l'appuyer. Ceci dit, je svis un peu désanpointé varce que je 

pense que malgré ces progrés, et malgré les intentions exorimées 


par M. Davis, je pense qu'il a mal jugé l'effet symbolique de 


<2- 


son refus devant ce projet en particulier qui semblait avoir 
l'assentiment de tous les partis. Je trouve qu'il a mal Tae 
l'opinion publique et je suis dé¢u qu'au moins sur ce plan-1a, 
le plan symbolique, il n'ait pas &té plus ouvert au changement 
favorable aux Franco-Ontariens. Je répéte cependant gue M. 
Davis m'a dGonné certains engagements a la suite de la conférence 
de St-Andrews relativement 4 l'enseignement du francais, par 
exemple, en Ontario, il m'a indiqué gu'il était prét 4 insérer 
dans la constitution une garantie 4 cet effet, et je continue 
de penser agu'il voudra le faire et les propositions constitu- 
tionnelles que j'ai l'intention de faire, effectivement, 
prendront cet assentiment du Premier ministre Davis pour acauis. 
On verra sa réponse, mais je ne suis pas d4ésespéré de tout 
progrés vis-a-vis l'Ontario. Naturellement, je suis un peu 

aé¢gu de son attitude et mes ministres anglophones de 1'Ontario 


l'ont exprimé 4 souhait. 


: os 


KEN LAWRENCE (CHCH Hamilton/CFAC Calgary): Mr. Prime Minister, 
along the same vein, several Conservative M.P.s I have spoken 
to are upset that whenever they offer what they consider to be 
legitimate criticism of the bilingualism program, they are 
branded as being bigots or liars, as we had in the House this 
week. 

Is there not room in the National Unity 
Debate for legitimate criticism of bilingualism? 
ne Yes; ebere as, but 1 do mot ethane vou 
should use what you call legitimate criticism as an excuse to 
reject the whole program by the back door. 

I was just asked about Premier Davis. I 
do not think it was essential to his position that he criticize 
the application of our bilingual program. Of course, when in 
a period of ten years you want to bring in an Official Languages 
Act which revolutionizes in some sense the whole understanding of 
the country, and wants to extend to French-speaking Canadians 
certain rights at the federal level wherever they live in Canada, 
this is a very dramatic change, and it has caused certain 
Gisturbances in the Civil Service, and I understand that they 
would be upset. But it is too easy for people to say,"Well, we 
agree with the principle, but we disagree with the way it has 
been applied." I have heard that ad nauseum. Quite frankly, 
the people who say it very often are not very committed to 
bilingualism. 

MR. LAWRENCE: Onthe othen side, ais aut far for your 
Ministers to accuse them in a blanket way, as Mr. Lang did, 
of being liars and having these reports go back to their 
constituencies, making these reports back to their people 
without naming any specifics? 

A. Insofar as what happened in the house 
it was settled in the House yesterday. If you are asking me 


what happens in Saskatchewan and in other provinces, I think 


Mr. Lang undertook to give evidence of what he was suggesting -- 
that our programs on bilingualism and on assistance to Quebec _ 
are very often attacked by innvendo and rumour based upon 
nothing at all, if not falsehoods. You eam Mr. Lang for 
proof of that. But I am not surprised that he shovld say that, 
because in the house I see the Tories use innuendo and rumour 

to s yread all kinds of falsehoods about the Government. We 

just had Sinclair Stevens last week using innuendo on dollar 
speculation. We have had several members use innuendo on 
what they call scandals, whether it be about the RCMP or 
bugging, and so on. I think it has been a constant pattern 
over the past year, and it is obviously a tactic of the 
Parliamentary Opposition. I don't fall off my chair because of 
that, but if you asked me whether we have some evidence of Le 

I am inclined to ask you where have you been for the past year. 


CATBKERINE BERGMAN (Radio+Canada): I have two unrelated 


cuestions. The first one is supplementary to Jean Rivard's 
question. M. Davis a 

ait A plusieurs reprises gu'il est favorable 4 ce qu'on 

insére une charte des droits linguistiques dans la constitution. 
Maintenant l'histoire récente nous a montré qu'il était capable 
de volte-face. Est-ce aue c'est une chose gui vous inquiéte 

au vu des amendements constitutionnels qui seront présentés 
prochainement et est-ce que vous craignez aque cela ne 


vous empéche d!'obtenir l'unanimité des provinces? 


R: Je ne sais pas. Mais vous verrez. Cela ne m'empéche 

pas d'avoir un bon espoir que nous allons fairedu proarés avec 

nos propositions sur l'unité nationale que vous verrez trés 

bient6t. Mais quant a4 moi, je l'ai répété, le Premier ministre 
Davis m'a donné certains engagements publics relativement 

a des garanties constitutionnelles dans le domaine de 1l'enseignement 
du frangais dans sa province. Je voudrais en obtenir autant 

du Québec, entre parenth@éses, mais M. Davis m'a donn&é ces 


garanties. On verra s'il peut livrer la marchandise, mais pour 


SSs 
le moment, je crois en sa parole. Cela ne m'empéche pas encore 
une fois d'étre dé¢u par son attitude qui je crois a montré 
plus d'intransigeance qu'il n'&était nécessaire vis-a-vis les - 
autres provinces,particuliérement le Québec qui aimerait bien 
sentir gue, les Fédéralistes en tout cas du Gnebee: dans l'Ontario 
on est prét 4 traiter les francophones avec autant d'équité , 
gue eux, les Fécéralistes du Québec, sont préts 4 traiter les 
anglophones. 


CATHERINE BERGMAN: Sur un sujet différent, Monsieur le Premier 


ministre, dans le discours que vous avez prononcé lundi & 
Toronto, vous avez réaffirmé vos bonnes intentions A 1l'endroit 
du boycott arabe, mais vous n'avez donné aucune raison d@'espérer 
des mesures plus concrétes. Méme en tenant compte du fait 

gu'il faut maintenir des relations commerciales avec toutes 

les parties du monde, qu'est-ce gui vous empéche de légiférer 


pour empécher les clauses négatives dans les contrats d'affaires? 


R: Eh bien pour ce gui est des progrés cui ont été faits 
des clarifications de notre politique, je vous renvoie aux 
déclarations de M. Horner, il v a & peine quinze jours. 

Nous avons rendu notre politigue plus explicite en ce aqui 
concerne par exemple les déclarations de vrovenance, d'origine, 
soit déclarations négatives ou positives. Nous avons clarifié 
un certain nombre d'ambigufités qui existaient sans qu'on le 
sache entre ceux gui adhérent 4 des clauses de bovcott et 

ceux gui acceptent le boycott. Je continue de maintenir 

gu'il y a eu des clarifications qui constituent des progrés 
Gepuis quinze jours. Maintenant, vous me demandez si nous 
allons faire une prochaine 6tave. Ma réponse,:c'est que 

ce n'est pas notre intention de faire cette prochaine étape. 
Certainement pas pour le moment, parce que toutes les 

évidences nous indiguent que notre politique actuelle qui 

ne nécessite pas un recours 4 la loi est efficace. Notre 
politique est basée sur le fait cue ceux qui veulent traiter 


avec le Proche-Orient, avec les pays qui ont une politique 


@6e 


de boycott, doivent passer par le gouvernement, ont besoin 

des services du gouvernement. Et toutes les démonstrations 

de M. Horner tentent de démontrer la véracité de cette 
constatation. Alors, 4 partir du moment of l'on dit que vous 
n'aurez pas les services du gouvernement si vous accevtez 

des clauses de boycott, et 4 partir du moment of l'on dit 

ayant demandé des services du gouvernement et ayant essuyé 

un refus, nous vous nommerons et tournerons le phare de 
l'opinion publique sur vos gestes, je trouve que cette politicue 


est suffisante. Je ne vois pas la nécessité de légiférer. voila. 


CHARLES LYNCH (Southam News Services): Sir, on the question 
of the Gallup Poll and the improvement in the trade figures 
and the stabilization of the dollar, do you have any regrets 
that you did not call an election for June or July? 

A. I was hoping we would not be talking 
about elections until sometime next March or April. 

MR. LYNCH: Sir, I was asking for a retrospective 


view of your decision. 


A. I never look back -- not even to last 
September. 
MR. LYNCH: Can you tell me what your hopes are for 


the date of the referendum in Quebec that Premier Levesque plans 
tor cai, 


A. I do not have a clue as to when he is going 


iO euleds e tater 


MR. LYNCH: Can you tell us when you would like him 
EG Cadi! esis? 


A. I have answered that question many times. 


I would have liked him to have called it yesterday and last 


year. I think the sooner we can clear the air, the better it 


would be -- so that people in Quebec can make up their minds; 


so that investors in Quebec and people who live there can make 
up their minds, and so that the rest of Canada can make up its 


mind, too, as to whether it is dealing with a provincial govern- 


<J< 


ment which will stay in Canada or which will want to leave, and 
what do the people think. My preference would be as soon as 
possible, but I have no idea whether Mr. Levesque will be 


influenced by my wish. 


GERARD PAU (Télémédia): Pour revenir sur les, propositions 
constitutionnelles: Rencontré & sa sortie des Communes 
aujourd'hui, le ministre @'Ftat chargé des relations 
fédérales-provinciales, Marc Lalonde, a indiaué qu'une 
conférence de presse sur les propositions constitutionnelles 
aurait lieu en début de la semaine prochaine. Est-ce qu'il 
est, admettant qu'il s'agit de votre dossier, bon de penser 
gue lundi ou mardi vous rendrez Publiques ces provositions? 

R: Disons, pas tard dans la semaine prochaine, je les 
rendrai publigues et j'aurai sans doute l'occasion de révondre 
a vos questions & ce moment-18, A moins cue M. Lalonde ne le 
fasse 4 ma place. 

GERARD PAU: On parle aussi de propositions en terme oénéral 
depuis quelque temps. Est-ce qu'on peut savoir dés maintenant 
quelle forme auront ces Propositions: un livre blanc, un 
projet de loi ou autre chose? 

R: Je crois que vous étes quelques jours 4 l'avance 


pour avoir la réponse 4 cette question. 


GORDON HENDERSON (Global TV): Mr. Prime Minister, getting - 


back to Premier Davis' veto of the Private Member's bri, 

you say you are disappointed. I wonder Sheehen you would 

take it one step further. Do you think that steps like that 
endanger attempts to keep the country together? 

A. Once again, I think the term "veto" is 

not the correct one. My understanding is that he is just not 
bringing the bill forward for further debate in the legislature. 
But his Ministers participated in the debate and there was 

general support in the legislature. Comments were made on 

this by several of my English-speaking Ontario Ministers, and 

I really have little to add. Naturally, I am disappointed -- 

anad that is the sense of your avestion, I think -- that Premier 
Davis does not realize how damaging that can be to the rest of 
Canada, if only from a symbolic point of view. Those Francophones 
of Quebec and the Francophone minorities in other provinces, I 
think, are genuinely and justifiably disappointed. They do not 
see why he did that. I personally do not see why he did that 
either because, as I was saying in French, he has given me very 
clear undertakings -- and I respect them -- that when we come to 
Giscuss a Bill of Rights, constitutional guarantees of teaching 

in French, he will be prepared to go along. 

MRE HENDERSON: I think the sense of my question, sir, is 
whether you find this damaging. 

A. Well, I think I gave the answer. Tees 
certainly damaging amongst public opinion in French-speaking Canada, 
and I think in the Francophone minorities of Ontario. They have 
said so through various spokesmen. So, in that sense it is damaging. 
But, once again, I do not think we should forget that there has 
been substantial and real progress, even in Ontario, on increasing 
the rights of Francophone citizens. That is why I do not under- 


Stand his attitude, and I regret it. I do not see why he had to 


drag in the Federal Languages Legislation and hide himself | 
behind what he calls the poor administration of that. Let 

him have an official languages merguheitat sesh make both languages 
official, and let him show us how he can administer it well.’ 
We would like to take lessons from him. 


MICHAEL BENEDICT (CTV News): Mr. Prime Minister, two of your 


cabinet ministers have publicly said that they will not run 
in the next election, whenever that is, and a third minister 
who is responsible for a department, is not in the House of 
Commons to answer questions. Without being cynical or dis- 
paraging about the first two, one might be able to argue that 
they would not show the kind of enthusiasm and maybe interest 


in their departments that other people would. Enel uahiE Tor 


that, and in light of the third being in the Senate and not 
being able to answer questions in the house -- I would ask 
for your views on a senator heading a department -- I am wondering 
whether all of this makes you think of a cabinet shuffle in the 
near future. 
A. Insofar as the senator not being able to 
answer in the house, it would seem to me we could lay that one to 
rest very easily by the fact that I have very little choice in 
the matter. I have two members from Manitoba, or I had two. I 
only have one left, and he has left the cabinet because he did 
not believe in the official languages policy. So, I am not going 
to bring him back in. The other one was in the House of Commons 
and he is now in the Senate. Surely the practice has been, in 
cases like that, that not only you could, but perhaps you should, 
if I believe Mr. Joe Clark, the leader of the opposition. Has 
he not said repeatedly that if he is elected without anybody or 
without a strong contingent from Quebec, he would want to bring 
people into the cabinet through the Senate? 

I think that is a generally accepted 


Principle. I don't know how long it should be practised, but 


certainly in the circumstances in which it was done in our case, 
I see nothing abnormal, and certainly nothing unconstitutional 
aboutiat. As far as the others are eRe yet just leave it 

to me. I think Mr. Basford and Mr. Goyer are doing a very good 
job in administering their departments and in answering in the 
house. Therefore, I am happy to keep them in the present 
situation, though I know they won't run again. I would have done 
the same with Mr. Don Macdonald. I would have kept him on 

even though he was not going to run again had he wanted to stay 
in the House of Commons longer. 

MR, HENDERSON: So, you are not thinking of a cabinet 
shuffle, say, before the summer? 

A. Noy 2 vanenot. 

PETER WARD (Ward News Service): Mr. Prime Minister, initially 
with the Languages Act we were to have the designation of bilingual 
GHiSiEraIetS\. Is there any intention on the part of the government 
to go ahead and so designate bilingual districts? 

A. No. We got very little support from the 
provinces after we brought it in. As you will recall, we did 
have a committee on bilingual districts make a report, which was 
promptly panned by just about every province, if my memory is 
correct. Then we decided that we could indeed proceed with the 
Official Languages Act without formally designating districts. 
Our idea had been that if we could agree with the provinces on 
districts where French or English, or both, would be used, not 
only at the federal level,but at the provincial and perhaps even 
the municipal level, it would have made administration a bit 
simpler. But the provinces, for reasons that I respect, were 
not prepared to go along at that time. Le Se Ls ust Mem ours 
Own purposes, we do not have to define districts. We can just 
make sure that services are supplied in both languages, or in 

the minority languages, in areas which are defined unilaterally 
by the federal administration. lin (oO whem awonuas abhemacdealoLma 


Commission for districts was in the hope that we would establish 


some kind of consensus between the three levels of administration. 
MR. WARD: When was the last time, Mr. Prime Minister, 
that the bilingual districts were brought up with the premiers, 
and is there any intention on the part of the government to bring 
it up with the premiers again? I am wondering whether or not 
Premier Davis might have been a little more sympathetic to this 
private member's bill had there been in position bilingual 
districts in which that bill could have applied. 

ne I cannot comment on that last one. ae 
would seem to me that if Premier Davis had wanted that, it would 
have been relatively easy for him to say that he would move 
squarely into bilingualism in all areas of public service or 

in certain areas, where there is a certain percentage of Francophone 
Ontarians. 

MR. WARD: And on the first part of the question, 

Mr. Prime Minister? 

A. How long it is since we raised this subject 
with him? -- roughly, I would guess, several years. Smee 
would say, the first and second reports when the idea made no 


progress at all with the provinces and we left it aside. 


MR. WARD: You have no intention to explore it again? 
ING It is not essential to applying the 
Official Languages Act from the federal point of view. If we 


move into constitutional debates and guarantees to official 
minorities and the district concept can be helpful, I do not 
reject it as a possibility. But it is not something we are 


working on at this time. 
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FREDERIC CHARPENTIER (Radio-Canada international): Monsieur 


Trudeau, lesprogrammesd'aide & Cuba dont on aannoncé qu'on 
les laisserait mourir deleurbelle mort sans rompre l'accord 
de coopération avec Cuba, j'aimerais savoir si, c'est évidemment 
1ié & des considérations politiques, eet le que cela ne vous 
place pas dans l'obligation morale pour d'autres pays d'en 
faire autant, je pense notamment au Chili, & l'Argentine, ot 
nous devrions peut-étre prendre des mesures punitives passives 
& l'endroit de ces pays en raison des problémes politiques 
oui y existent et auxgquels nous accordons de l'aide? 
R: Eh bien, c'est un Gilemme.Comme vous le savez, 
il y a des considérations politigues gui ont fait que dans 
le cas de l'Inde par exemple, qu'on ait interromou toute aide 

“A 
cui ne fut pas de l'aide médicale ou de l'aide alimentaire 
pour des raisons politiogues parce au'il s'agissait de 1'explosion 
d'un engin atomigue. Alors ce n'est pas impossible de spéculer 
que nos politiques d'aide sont en partie influen¢gées par des 
considérations politiques. Mais les principes généraux, je 
les ai €tablis 4 plusieurs reprises ici-méme en disant que 
nous essavions d'aider les individus , les sinistres, les 
pauvres, les malheureux, les affam&s dans ie différents 
pays et gu'autant gue possible nous ne faisions pas état de 
la couleur politique du gouvernement du jour. Ce que vous dites 


en donnant l'exemple de trois pays, vous pourriez en donner 


o 


peut-étre trente. A l'intérieur du Commonwealth méme, comme 
vous le savez, il n'y a qu'un pays de tous les pays d'Afriaue 


Qui soit démocratique. Les autres, ce sont des dictatures, 


Ges régimes autoritaires. 


~13- 


MR, M. SCULLY (CKO News): Mr. Prime Minister, in the wake 
of the NATO meetings in Washington and the fact that U.S. 
mid-term elections are coming up, are you concerned at all that 
members of NATO, NATO countries, are BeunG nudged into a 
deteriorating relation with the Soviet Union to benefit a 
particular party in the United States, or President Carter's 
stance of power in getting re-elected, or seeing the democratic 
process --- 

7s lidemnet think So., I thank all of the 
sovereign countries that belong to NATO are sovereign countries. 
I would not say it would be beyond, shall we say, the limits of 
decency to maybe help each other from government to government; 
but I would not say that that is the main motivation for the 
NATO participants. They are doing what they think is good for 
them as members of NATO. They are members of the alliance 
because they think it is good for each one of them. If they did 
not feel that way, they would withdraw, or they would make some 
form of variation, as indeed France.has; as indeed Greece has; 
as indeed Turkey has. 

MR. SCULLY; If I may, would you say that there has 
been a change in Soviet foreign policy in the last year that 
might warrant any change in Western reaction towards them? 

A. I think in the complex tissue of Soviet- 
American relations, there obviously has been some movement. I 
think the Soviets took a bit of time to get adjusted to President 
Carter's administration, and particularly to his first position 
on the SALT and to his stance on human rights and his principle 
of linkage. I think as a result of that, the Soviets probably 
did modify some aspects of. their foreign policy. But insofar 
as the essentials are concerned, I still believe that the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks should be proceeded with, and I 
am still convinced that it will be in the interests of the United 


States and of the Soviet Union and of the entire world that they 


Asie 


be proceeded with. So, to that extent, I do not think the 
Soviet Union wants the SALT talks to fail, any more than 
President Carter wants them to fail. I think both countries 


want them to be a succesS -- and So do we, of course. 


w15< 


J. SIMPSONS (Globe & Mail)In immigration, external affairs and 
control over cable television, your gevernment has been prepared 
to negotiate with the Province of Quebec,and with other provinces, 
either greater participation in those areas or. greater control 
over part of the administration of those areas. In the dears 
White Paper it is quite clearly said that the Province of Quebec 
should have control over, for example, copyright, national 

parks, artifacts from Quebec now in federal hands and recreation 
and leisure policy. 

Would you be prepared, as you did in the 
other cases, on an issue by issue basis, to negotiate with the 
Province of Quebec on these and other matters? 

A. Yes, if the contrary could be done, too. 

There are certain areas which are exercised by the provinces that 

we think would be better exercised if they got out of them or 

they did them in co-operation with the federal government. I 

have said repeatedly that we are prepared to discuss constitutional 
change on division of powers and we are:prepared to discuss 
administrative arrangements. You gave some examples -- immigration, 
communications. I do not know if you gave the example of social 
services, family allowances, for instance, where we made administrative 
changes to ensure that family allowances would be paid in each 
province according to a pattern that they specified. So, we are 
open to administrative arrangements and we are open to constitutional 
changes. I just do not think that the publication of one white 
Paper saying that certain areas should be better exercised by the 
provinces is enough to move me to right away either hand it over 
administratively or to suggest a constitutional amendment. ise 

the Province of Quebec wants to discuss these things in a federal- 
Provincial forum or in a bilateral forum, we would be happy to 

Sit down with them. 

MR. SIMPSON: A question of clarification. In the case 


of immigration and communications, that was done not on a quid pro 
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guo basis. You did not sit down and say in either of those 
cases, "We will consider giving you greater power over immigration, 
but let's also put on the table some matters which we think we 
should have greater control over." 

Am I right in assuming that if Quebec, as 
they said they would, demands control over some of these areas 
I have listed, and many others, that you are prepared to sit 
down with them, as you did in the other cases, without a quid 
pro quo and negotiate or discuss the possibility of a transfer 
ef these powers? 
A, The answer is no, because I do not see 
a parallel between the cases that you mentioned. In the case 
of immigration, it is a joint area under the Constitution. Both 
governments have jurisdiction. So, it is natural to sit down 
and decide how to exercise our respective jurisdictions jointly 
and, hopefully, co-operatively. 

In the case of communications, as you know, 
there was a great deal of debate about certain areas of communications 
and telecommunications, some provinces having claimed that certain 
areas were provincial; we having claimed that they were federal, 
and the courts having cleared at least some of it up. But we 
Said, “Look, let's not fight over jurisdiction, If we can 
improve the service to the people by sitting Gown and making a 
deal), ets do so.” 

I remind you that we did the very same 
thing with the maritime provinces about a year and some months 
ago when the three maritime premiers and myself sat down and 
negotiated a deal and said, "Well, we won't fight over who 
owns the offshore resources. We will sit down and make an 
administrative arrangement which will: be to the benefit of 
both sides." 

If Quebec has some proposals to make 
along those lines, I am happy to hear it. sahil ibe aiken ifs 
talking of trading jurisdictions, of improving the Constitution 
in a permanent way, I repeat, we are open to persuasion, but I 


hope they would be equally open to persuasion. 
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LUC LAVOIE (TVA) : Monsieur le Premier ministre, est-ce que je 
peux connaitre votre réaction 4 la derniére proposition de - 


M. Parizeau qui semble é6tre, une volte-face de sa part? 


R: Ma réaction, c'est qu'on a perdu beaucoup de temps 
pour en arriver 4 une solution qui semblait s'imposer dés le 
début et dont je ne comprendrai pas l'obstination de l'opinion 
québécoise en large partie et des média en bonne partie 4 ne 
pas comprendre 4 quel point c'était simple. Voici deux 
gouvernements qui ont juridiction sur un régime d'impéts. 
Notre ministre des Finances, M. Chrétien, dit aux gouvernements 
provinciaux: si vous faites telle chose dans votre champ d'impéts 
nous ferons telle chose dans le ndtre, nous allons collaborer. 
HL Mee PROVEMNGeS: Ont Cats Ou, G'accord. Alors on a fart 
une entente. Une province a dit non. Elle n'a pas dit non 

a temps mais elle a finalement dit non, on ne veut pas 
collaborer. Alors on reste dans quelle position ot chacun 
doit s'occuper de son champ de juridiction, ol M. Parizeau peut 
couper les impdts comme il veut dans le domaine de sa juridiction 
Il n'y a rien 4 redire 14-dessus. C'est pas notre r6éle de 


criticuer sa fagon de couper ses impdts. Et ot M. Chrétien, 


bien sir, reste libre de critiaquer les impdts de la fagon 
gu'ill'entend. S'il y a entente, on s'inaére pas l'un l'autre 
Canc ce cua Netlon a. Sunede Mautne., iS oil sya entente; on 
se met d'accord pour faire certaines choses ensemble. Mais 


& partir du moment ot il n'y a pas d'entente, M. Chrétien @tait 
libre de faire ce qu'il voulait et M. Parireau était libre de 
faire ce qu'il voulait. Ot est le scandale? En quoi est-ce 
qu'on s'immiscait dans les affaires provinciales? On disait: 
on a essayé une entente, il n'y en a pas eu. Alors faisons 

ce gue l'on veut, chacun de son cété. C'est ce que M. Parizeau 
finit par reconnaitre: moi, Parizeau, j'ai couné mes impdts 

de la fagon que je voulais, vous, M. Chrétien, vous coupez les 
v6tres de sorte que la province du Québec aurait un stimulus 

de quelque $225 millions, alors coupez-les de la fagon que 


vous voulez. Puis il €crit aujourd'hui & Chrétien disant: 


abo 
vous pouvez couper cela de la fagon que vous voulez, soit en 
avril prochain, soit cet 6té, puis je m'ajusterai. Mais 
pourquoi est-ce que cela a pris tellement de temps aM. 
Parizeau, puis a4 tout le monde, pour comprendre cela? 
Cela demeure un des mystéres de ma vie politique. 
LUC LAVOIE: En supplémentaire, Monsieur Trudeau, est-<ce que 
yous trouvez également mystérieux gue les journalistes 
au Québec semblent unanimes a dire que politiquement 


c'’était une grande victoire pour le gouvernement du Québec. 


Est-ce que vous considérez la chose comme une défaite politique? 


R: Eh bien non, je viens de dire... 


LUC LAVOIE: auprés de l'opinion publique, s'entend 


wd 


Ah bien str, l'opinion publique, tout le monde, 


race A vous en partie, a pensé que M. Chrétien avait tort. 


1Q 


Mais je vous le demande encore. En quoi est-ce qu'il avait 
tort de dire: on n'a pas pu faire entente, je vais faire 
ce gue je veux avec mes impéts, fais ce que tu veux avec 
les tiens, Parizeau. Mais c'est stir que du point de vue 

de l'opinion publiaue, on a encaissé un revers et je pense 
que M, Parizeau qui est pas béte s'avergcoit cu'il a aagné 
pas mal Ge points politiques. Maintenant que 1opinion 


a 


HK 


éfléchi, commence 4 tourner, et qu'on s'apercoit qu'on 

a peut-étre été leurrés, un peu tout le monde, il se Gépéche 

de clore le dossier. Tout cella, je trouve cela Sfantcomme 

tout. Plut6t aque de prolonger le débat, ce qui permettrait 

a Ges gens de réfléchir un peu & ce que je viens de vous 
expliquer, i] dit: finirssons done avec cette hvstoure. ila 

Gagne des points Gt il] veut fermer le dossier, I fLavttres souen- 
Nous, oh va le fermer. Il a dit qu'il accevterait l'une ou 
l'autre méthode, comme M. Chrétien a dit: l'une est plus simple 

et probablement qu'il l'a préfére; mais On va examiner l'autre 
méthode proposGée par M, Parizeau qui est une certaine modification 
de l'alternative que M. Chrétien avait proposée. Fst-ce aue cela 
vous est encore trés mystérieux, Messieurs dames? Peut-étre 


que je devrais le dire en anglais maintenant? 


MICHAEL DUFFY (CBC Radio News): Mr. Prime Minister, in - 
1976 the then Minister of National Revenue, Mr. Cullen wrote 
a letter to the then Solicitor General, Mr. Al dndenae complaining 
about the way the RCMP was using or abusing tax information -- 
in fact, apparently suggesting that the Income Tax Act was being 
violated by the RCMP. Is it the position of your government 
that the exchange of correspondence between those two ministers 
will be allowed to be presented to the McDonald Commission as 
evidence? 
De I think you are digging up something which 
appeared two or three weeks ago, or at least two weeks ago when 
I was in the United States. My understanding is that that was 
cleared up by Mr. Cullen; that he did make a statement on that. 
To my knowledge, it is all in front of the McDonald Commission. 
MR. DUFFY: The letters have not been presented to 
the McDonald Commission, and there is no indication at this point 
that the letters will ever be presented, at least in public. Do 
VOURnDOt think ———= 
ING Didn't somebody refer to theses letters? TI 
mean, how do you have knowledge of them? I am asking the question 
HinOGCently ses to was told about them, and I was told) there was 
nothing in them, and that indeed the ministers were writing each 
other in order to try and clarify an area of jurisdiction and look 
at how each would conduct himself, but that there is really nothing 
to worry about; that there was a half-baked bit of news that came 
out on a Friday, and by the time Monday had come around and the 
testimony had been completed, it was quite apparent that there 
was nothing amiss. 
MR. DUFFY: We may be talking about two different 
Secs Or letters, esSir. 
aN Possibly. 


MR. DUFFY: The Commission has apparently now been 


given in private this communication, which the lawyers for the 


federal government argue is covered by ministerial privilege. 
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Walls YOUR sss 
A. As you say, we perhaps don't understand. 
I do not mow what communication you are referring to. TEE 


is the one that was referred to in the testimony about two weeks 

ago on a Thursday or a Friday, it was cleared up on the Monday or 
the Tuesday. If you are referring to some other communication, 

I am not aware of what it is. 

ROBERT LEWIS (Maclean's): May I ask a supplementary on that 


point? Do you have any opposition to making those letters 


public? 
A. Well, we are presumably not talking about 
the same letters. The ones I am talking about, the contents, 


or the thrust of them, have been made public. 

MR. LEWIS: IT don't think they have, sir. 2 think 

they are in camera before the McDonald Commission. Isn't the 
issue whether or not the government will oppose or support their 
release? In other words, is there a kind of ministerial privilege 
on these letters? That is basically the thrust of my question. 

A. I wovld have to find out what letters 


we are really telking about. Maybe I do not have an understanding 


of the facts that you are referring to. 


MRe DEWLS': But, in general letters between ministers --<= 
A. If it was in camera -- it could not have 
been in camera, because it came out publicly. 

MEP eenulss Well, the lawyer, I thank, blusted at out, 
whether accidentally ur intentionally --- 


A. Well, if he broke the in camera rules, 


I think it would be up to the judge to decide if he is going to 


lift the in camera rules or not. it 15 Hot wp) tome, 


MR, LEWIS: But in general, is it your feeling that 


these letters --- 


A. In general, when we set up the Royal 


Commission, we gave Judge McDonald and his fellow commissioners 


Seles 


the authority to do certain things in camera which were necessary 
for the maintenance of security of the state and the respective 
state secrets. If he did something in camera andait 2spasea 
result of an indiscretion that it came out, I certainly would 
not say that it should be made public. I would leave it to 
Judge McDonald to make that decision. 

In some cases it might have been nice 
if the government could have decided what was in camera and what 
was not in camera, but the terms of reference, as interpreted by 
the judge, were that he would decide. So, if he decided that they 
should be in camera, I am not going to go against that decision. 


GEORGE RADWANSKI (Financial Times): Mr. Prime Minister, a 


question in anticipation of Monday's constitutional paper. How 
important in your overall scheme of things is constitutional change 
in terms of the national unity problem? Or, to put it otherwise, 
in the absence of constitutional initiatives by the federal 
government in the near future, would the chances of Quebecers 
opting for separation be greater? 
A. Well, I think the problem of national 
unity is much broader than just constitutional change, and we will 
make that position very clear. The Constitution can satisfy 
certain areas, but certainly national unity has to do with economics; 
it has to do with sociology; it has to do with the interpretation 
of the Official Languages Act, which has nothing to do with the 
Constitution; it has to do with events such as the air controllers' 
strike, and so on. So, we will make it quite clear in our 
position that the Constitution is only one facet of the much 
greater problem of national unity. 

I think since 1968 I have been saying, 
for instance, that regional economic disparities are a very 
important aspect of national unity. 
MR. RADWANSKI: A supplementary, if I may, and precisely 


because you have said these things. My question, really, is 


2c 


do you consider constitutional change, in the context of keeping 
Quebec or Quebecers from deciding to separate in the near 

future -- say, in the referendum -- do you consider constitutional 
change a vitally important or indispensible element of doing’ 
that, or is it, in a sense, optional or peripheral to that 


particular problem? 


A. No. I think the way public opinion has 
Geveloped, it is essential. That is why we will be making 
constitutional provisions. I have gone on record as saying that 


I probably could have lived with the present Constitution for 
another decade or so; but I think in the present state of the 
debate it would be wrceng to try and talk of national unity without 
proposing certain constitutional changes, which we will do. I 
think there is an expectation, not only in Quebec, but I think, 
as the Pepin-Robarts committee seems to have demonstrated in its 
hearings, from a great many people, and indeed you will have the 
government of Ontario make proposals for constitutional change; 
you will have the Western Conference make proposals for 
constitutional change; you will have a group of academics in 
Toronto making proposals for constitutional change; you have 
the Tory party in Ottawa, the national Conservative party, 
publishing a position paper on constitutional change. ie chase 
the debate has advanced that far that it would be wrong to try 
and shrug off the need for improvements in the Constitution at 


this time. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS (CTV News): I may have missed it earlier, but 


can you tell us when you propose to bring forward your own 


proposals? 
Ie Yes, I said"net late next week." 
MR. PHILLIPS: Thank you, sir. 
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THE PRIME MINISTER: Well, asyou know, this afternoon I tabled 
in the House of Commons a proposal for Constitutional Reform 
and for furthering of national unity, a White Paper called 
LAs imeem tOrgACt LO. 

When I entered public life some years ago, I had a 
deep commitment to federalism. I still have that commitment. 
I have attempted at least twice, as you know, in the past ten 
years to create a consensus which would be necessary for 
Constitutional Reform and in both cases I was not successful. 
Apparently others did not share my own belief that we did 
have to change the constitution in some ways. Tha si seime? +. 
hope we will be successful because time is running out. We 
know that the people of Quebec will have to make up their 
minds on their destiny within the immediate future and Ido 
hope that these proposals will be not only taken very seriously 
in a non-partisan spirit and the spirit in which they were 
presented but that there will be acceptance of some urgency 
BOmsacil Onn Aandeite 1 Sean thas sense: that weechose: the title, "A Time 
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Nous avons déposé cette aprés-midi, a la Chambre des 
Communes, un document sur l'unité nationale et le processus de 
réforme contitutionnelle,- Comme vous le savez, au moins 4 deux 
reprises dans la derniére décennie j'ai fait des propositions de 
changement contitutionnel aux provinces et au Parlement, et j'ai 
tenté d'établir avec mon gouvernement un consensus sur la 


nécessité de certaines réformes fondamentales. De toute évidence, 


- Fs zs , 
a ces deux reprises ce consensus ne s'est pas créé. D autres ont 


Cru que ces réformes que je proposais n'étaient pas urgentes ou 


Bets iS ; Balt = ' 
nuétaient pas 4 propos. Cette fois-ci j'espére qu’on verra que 


dans ces deux phases dans son approche double, le gouvernement est 


prét a faire des réformes de base , des réformes fondamentales. 


Et surtout on verra qu'il y a une certaine urgence. Les Québecois 
auront A voter un jour ou l'autre dans un référendum sur leur 
avenir en tant que Canadiens. Et je pense qu'il est important 
maintenant que nous agissions et c'est pourquoi le document 
stintitule Le temps d'agir. Je pense que si, encore une fois, 
deux fois dans la derniére decennie nous avons pu reporter le 


probléme je pense que maintenant nous ne pouvons pas le reporter. 


LUC LAVOIE (TVA) 


Or Monsieur le Premier ministre, vous faisiez référence 

aux propositions que vous avez faites dans le passé pour réviser 

la Constitution. Est-ce que vous pourriez nous indiquer en quoi 

les propositions déposées aujourd'hui différent de la charte de Victoria 
de 1971? 

R. Eh bien, le livre blanc que j'ai déposé s'en tient aux 
principes généraux et ne fait pas de propositions détaillées; ces 
propositions détaillées comme vous le savez seront présentées devant 
la Chambre des Communes sous forme d'un bill avant la fin du mois 

et a ce moment 1a on pourra répondre plus précisément 4 votre 
question. Mais il importe de reconnaitre que les problémes d'il y 


a dis ans son plus ou moins les problémes d'aujourd'hui. C'est 4 


dire les problémes d'aliénation d'une région 4 l'autre, et les 
problémes des relations entre la eed francophone et la 
communauté anglophone, le probléme de la centralisation versus la 
décentralisation. Alors, il n'est pas 6tonnant que les remédes 

que nous proposons aux différents malaises constitutionnels ne soient 
pas tellement différents de ceux qui ont été proposés il y a cing 

ans et il y a dix ans. Reste quand méme que dans le projet de loi 


que vous verrez il y a un certain nombre de nouveautés que je pense 


vous trouverez intéressantes. 


MADELEINE POULIN (RADIO CANADA) 


Q. M. Trudeau, vous avez fixé un é6chéancier assez serré; 
vous venez de parler d'urgence . Pour respecter cet é6chéancier 13 
est-ce que vous envisagez d'avoir recours si nécessaire au rapatriement 
unilatéral de la Constitution? 
Re Eh bien, non, lorsque le livre blanc parle de l'optigue 
actuelle du gouvernement, nous avons l'intention A ce stade-ci d'agir 
essentiellement dans les domaines qui sont de jurisdiction fédérale. 
Il y a un nombre de choses que nous pouvons faire en vertu de la 
juridiction fédérale et c'est dans ce domaine-14 qu'on se propose 
d'agir d'ici un an. Le Fapatriement, la formule d'amendement 
concernent bien stir les provinces et quoique nous avons 1l'intention 
d'en discuter au cours de 1'été et 4 la Conférence Fédérale-Provinciale 
de l'automne, ce n'est pas un de ces domaines ou nous proposons 
d'agir unilatéralement, méme aprés consultation, nous voulons 
consulter les provinces et la Chambre des Communes et la population 
canadienne par le truchement de la Commission Pépin-Robarts. Nous 
voulons les consulter sur l'ensemble de la Constitution bien str, 
mais notre propos est d'agir dans le domaine de juridiction fédérale 
d'ici le ler juillet 1979. Pour le reste, nous espérons aussi faire 
des progrés mais nous ne proposons pas une action unilatérale. 
Q. Dans l'ensemble de votre échéancier, comment la formule 
d'amendement et le rapatriement s'ins@rent-elles? 
R. Eh bien nous en discuterons certainement 4 la 
Conférence des Premiers ministres 4 l'automne. Et s'il y a un 
consensus qui se développe bien str nous serons trés contents 
Geagir le plus rapidement possible. Mais je le répéte, s'il n'y 
a pas d'accord, s'il n'y a pas de consen-us, nous n'avons pas 
l'intention d'attendre que ce consensus se développe pour agir 
dans les domaines qui sont de juridiction fédérale 4 proprement 


parler, 


5 les 


LISE BISSONNETTE (LE DEVOIR) 


On Monsieur le Premier ministre, le livre blanc exclut 
délibérément la question de fond du partage des pouvoirs mais 

il en définit quand méme les principes. Il parle en quelque sorte 
d'un fédéralisme fonctionnel qui serait négocié entre Ottawa et 

les provinces en général. Est-ce que ga exclut toute possibilité 

de négotiation bilatéralle avec) le Québec, et est—-ce que (ga exelue 
définitivement dés maintement la possibilité d'un statut qu'on 
l'appelle particulier, spécifique, ou spécial? 

Re Eh bien pour ce qui est des négotiations bilatérales 
j'en ait fait plusieurs vous vous rapellez au cours des mois de 
novembre et décembre. J'ai rencontré chacun des Premiers ministres 
et parfois plusieurs de ces ministres séparément. Alors bien sur 

il peut 6tre utile dans 1'élaboration de nos propositions de 
rencontrer seul 4 seul les chefs de gouvernements provinciaux et 
rien n'est exclu dans ce domaine. Au contraire au cours des 
semaines qui viennent des ministres fédéraux en mon nom vont 
rencontrer les Premiers ministres des provinces pour expliquer 

ce qui est dans le livre blanc et ce que nous projetons en gros 

dans le projet de loi que nous allons déposer incessamment. 

Alors les consultations bilatérales ne sont nullement exclues. Pour 
ce qui est du résultat de ce partage des pouvoirs, je le repéte 

je l'ai dit dans le livre blanc; tout est négociable 4 partir du 
moment Ou nous en arrivons 4 une véritable fédération. C'est-Aa-dire 
un systéme de gouvernement ou le gouvernement et le Parlement 
fédéral ont des jurisdictions bien précises ayant une portée 
générale pour l'ensemble du pays, et ou les différentes provinces 
qu'elles s'appellent ae Ou autre chose, ont des juridictions bien 


précises s'appliquant 4 l'ensemble des citoyens de cette province. 


MR. RICHARD GWYN (Toronto Star): Mr. Prime Manas teri. of 

want to ask you about an apparent contradiction in the 

White Paper. On page 9 it talks about that two official 
guaranted 

languages must be recognized, and specifically provincial 

services must be administered to minorities and then on 

page 24 (5) it talks about first of all the charter of 

rights and freedoms and then it Says "Provisions could be 

made for provincial governments to join in Supporting the 

Charter at once or when they saw fit. On one hand you say 

they must be provided and on the other hand you say every 

province can disregard it. 

A. It is quite clear that we don't propose in that 

White Paper or in the Bill that we will present to Parliament 

to force anything on the provinces that is not in our 

jurisdiction, so as I was explaining in the House of Commons 

we will make proposals to the provinces which will tend in 

this direction to protect individual rights and liberties 

of each citizen and also to Protect linguistie rights in 

certain areas. We think this must be done. ang I have said this 

a thousand times; but we do not propose in the Bill to force 

upon the provinces to in some way modify their jurisdiction 

to do certain things. We are proposing it to them. We hope 

that they will opt in. We hope in the area of Bill of Rights 

and of linguistic rights all of the provinces or at least a 

great majority of them will want to opt in very soon but there 

is no intention to force the provinces to do so. We want to 

discuss with them and the Bill we will present to Parliament 

will be one which will be acting in the area of Federal 

jurisdiction. For instance, in the matter of linguistic 

equality, we will entrench this in the constitution insofar 

as Federal jurisdiction is concerned. We will not entrench 

it insofar as the provinces are concerned unless EMV jones Aljol 

MR. BOB LEWIS (Macleans): Mr. Prime Minister, just to follow 

up on that point in a more general way. I think you would 

agree that in essence we are talking about a sort Be ee er 


Of principles on which the country can commit itself to the 


future. A new charter of rights, a new sharing of powers 
and yet, as a previous question indicated, there is this 
suggestion of provinces opting in or out if they want, opting 
in, and it doesn't seem to be the most kind of ringing note 
on which to be talking about a new constitution. I just 
wondered if you might reflect on that. Are people going 

to rally to the flag on something that appears as limp as 

this does? 

Be Well, it would be more ringing, of course, if we said 
that we were going to go to war with the provinces and we 
would force them to do things even over the heads of their 
provincial governments, but this is not the way in which we 
want to proceed. The distinction with this approach and the 
one we have tried in the past two occasions is that we are 
saying to the provinces in 1968 to '71 we tried to get a 
consensus developed and we failed. Then I tried again in 
1975-76 to develop a consensus and we failed, and each time 
having failed we did nothing. This time we say, and you 

will see it quite clearly in the Bill, we say we can do 
something with the constitution in areas of federal jurisdiction 
and these things are quite momentus and quite considerable and 
lf we canwsucceed in bringing youl in, sa nmoptincein me tomuse 

the expression, we will be all the happier, but if we fail, 

we will go ahead in areas of federal jurisdiction and we will 
act through the Federal Parliament, acting alone in areas 
within its jurisdiction which are very broad, if you look at 
the constitution. This is what we are saying. Now this might 
not be ringing enough for the revolutionaries but it is a 
considerable step, great progress over the previous system 
where we sort of waited around. .It is now 52 years since the 
first debates took place in Parliament on renewing the 
constitution and each time, having failed to get every province 
to agree, we say ve will wait another what is, five, ten, 


twenty years. We are saying this time we will go ahead in 


Our areas of jurisdiction whether the provinces agree or 

Mie Elis lb, Che COwaseay als something absolutely new. 

STUART LANGFORD (CBC-TV): Mr. Prime Minister, further on 

on the same point. I am a little confused on this opting 

in and what effect it would have. If you consider Sections 
91(1) and the restrictions there on changing the constitution 
and then the restriction on 92(13) and then if you look, for 
instance, at language rights and clause 2 of the Favreau 
formula which says we want every province and the Federal 
Government to agree plus, I assume, the British Parliament, 

I don't understand how the mere opting in of one province 
could create these rights as law? 

A. Well, take a very simple example. AdeKEY ISstaLAL Coie’ Eslaujepones 
that we have now is a mere statute of Parliament. The courts 
can sometimes judge that this stature Supersedes other 

statutes and sometimes it doesn't, but insofar as the Federal 
Government is concerned, we would write the Bill of Rights 
into the constitution. We would define them and we would 

make it quite clear that the constitution, as it must, 
Supersedes every and other law in the sense that no governments 
can act contrary to the Bill of Rights. To use the formula 
that they use in the United States Constitution acongress shan: 
make no law abridging"..whatever it is, freedom of speech. This 
is what we intend to do insofar as the federal jurisdiction 

is concerned. Insofar as province A - let's take British 
Columbia. If they say we too will be bound by this Bill of 
Rights which says that the Government of British Columbia 

and its legislators shall make no law abridging freedom of 
Speech, then they are bound too, as well as the Federal Govern- 
ment. This is what opting in means. It means that provinces 
can choose to adhere to this basic protection of the citizens 


and it is our belief that an increasing number of provinces 


will want to do so and hopefully we will end up with ten 
provinces and the Federal Government having opted in to this 
guarantee of basic rights and when that has happened, of 
course, the constitution will bind everybody for all time 
until it is amended by a certain accepted amended process. 

MR. LANGFORD: If I may, so then by leaving the Favreau 
formula which has, I gather, been accepted for so long I 
presume that is out now as to rights, but it seems to me 

what might happen is you are creating separate nations in 
Canada yourself by allowing different rights to exist. In 
effect, a different constitution in different provinces, 
depending on whether they opt in or not? 

Bs Oh come on now. The provinces all have under the 
present BNA Act the power to amend their own constitutions 

the way they want in every way they want including everything 
except the Lieutenant Governor, so can you argue they are all 
different nations because they all have the power to set up 
their own constitutions? I don't think everybody has argued 
that except perhaps certain extreme forms of nationalists 

in the case of Quebec, so this situation that we are creating 
is nothing new. I think at least half a dozen of the provinces 
all have their Bill of Rights just as the Federal Government 
has les Bali ek Rights. Therdiffierence ast that eachsprovinemal 
legislature and Parliament can override this Bill of Rights 

by successive statutes. If we bring the provinces in, at 
least the half dozen or more which already have Bill of Rights 
to say, well, let's accept a national one, surely we have not 
created many nations. We have strengthened the one nation, 
the Canadian nation, that does exist. 

MR. PAUL PARK (CKCU Radio): Mr. Prime Minister, it has’ of ten 
been said that the party in power, whichever party it is, 

has used the Senate as a repository for the party faithful. 
With respect to the House ent edie ba ond do you expect that 


the provinces will be any less partisan? 


ING Well, it will depend on how the Men bess ar ne House 

of Federation are appointed and I really cannot give ens 

many more details today because the Bill will be first intro- 
duced in the House of Commons. 

MR. PARK: Will you be planning that all present senators 

will be carrying on in the House of the Federation. 

A. We will have to make provision for that if the ee 

of senators to come is not much larger than the number which 

is there now. | 

MR. BILL WILSON (Montreal Star): Mr. Prime Minister, on the 
same question,the House of: the Federation. There gare at least 
two quite well-known constitutions where an Upper House has 

a regional responsibility, one of course,is the American one, the 
Senate, the other case is the Bundesrat in Germany and in bOen 
cases the members of the Upper House have a direct electoral 

res yonsibility. In the German case, it is the Prime Ministers of 
the various lander, and senior ministers,and in. the American.case they 
are directly elected to the Upper House. What is your 
philosophical thinking on this question of the electoral 
responsibility which appears to work certainly in the American 
case and in the German case against the fairly obvious pLttalis 
of appointed representatives whether they are appointed purely 

by the Federal Government or in conjunction with the provinces 

or even some of them by the provinces but the question of 
appointment against electoral responsibility? 

A. Well, without telling you exactly what 1s.contaimed 

in the Bill, of course we haq to meet this problem when we devised 
the EFouse of the Federation that we are proposing in the 

Bill. I could point out to you another federation which I 

think you deliberately left aside, that of Australia, which 

has members of the Upper House elected directly to it, and 

you know what a problem that causes in terms of responsible 


government. Should the cabinet be responsible to two houses 


or one and if it's one, which of the two is it, and if it 

is both, how do you avoid the kinds of problems and 

kiffuffles that exist in Australia whichsometimes need 

for double dissolutions and so on. You have there my 
philosophical reflections on your question. 

MR. TERRY WILLS (Toronto Star): Mr. Prime Minister, the 

White Paper remarks on the urbanization of Canada that some 
cities are now larger than several of the provinces and I 

think at the top of page 23 it implies that the Federal 
Government thinks that the powers of municipalities should 

be augmented. Is that a correct interpretation? Is the 
general vein of thinking of the Federal Government that the 
powers of the municipalities should be augmented and if so, 
what powers? 

A. This is an area which concerns a division of powers 
because under the present constitution urban affairs, municipal 
affairs, come under the jurisdiction of the provinces and we 
would not attempt to change that in any way without discussion 
with the provinces, but a distinction must be made between 
municipal affairs and the reality of urbanization which is a 
sociological reality which has nothing to do with the constitution. 
As a Matter of fact, im the city, im the phenomenon of Urbanuzatron, 
the Federal Government has a large part to play and it does 
play a large part, whether it be through its post offices or 
railway stations or federal buildings or airports or harbours 
or whatever it is, so obviously even in the city as it is 
constituted now, the Federal Government has a very real and 
large presence and we have attempted up to now to try and 
solve this problem of jurisdiction of the province in municipal 


law and very real federal presence in the cities as well as 


a very large presence in the private sectors. we have 
attempted that through tri-level conferences and so on. We 
would continue to do it that way. It is a reality to which we 


draw attention in the sense that these problems have to be 


addressed, particularly when we are talking of overlap and 
duplication of services. We have before the House of Commons 
and the legislatures of the provinces very frequently occasions 
where the jurisdictions, because they overlap, have to be 
resolved and are resolved with this sort of action. We 

propose in the White Paper a series of measures which will 
hopefully reduce the number of areas where there is overlap 

and where overlap cannot be avoided we propose certain 
approaches to federal/provincial consultation which will 

ensure greater harmony. 


MR. CLAUDE HENEAULT (UPI): JI would like to return to the 


question of human rights. First of all, have you received 
any indications from any provinces that they are going to 

opt in to that section because it would appear to me they would 
be conceding a certain amount of their jurisdiction over 

civil rights which is guaranteed to them in the constitution 
by doing so and secondly I would like to have you comment on 
the philosophical position that has been referred to partly 

in an earlier question, a philosophical view that you might 
hold of federal legislation in the federal constitution that 
does permit one part of the country to have certain human 
rights and another part not to have, as it would under the 
opting in formula? 

A. Well, I must disagree with the preamble to your first 
Gels talon. A Bill of Rights would limit the provinces in 
their freedom of action, provincial i ee 

in their freedom of action no more than it would limit the 
Federal Government and obviously any Bill of Rights in a 
constitution whether it be the American Constitution or any 
CEnerse ais meant sto. lamit. ala powers, all governments, all 
institutions within the land, and I think it is showing either 
a misunderstanding or prejudice to seize right away on the 
fact that provincial governments will lose some of their 
authority. Miatwis sche nature of the Ball of Rights, but not 


Only the provincial governments. Equally the Federal Government 


and one can believe in Bills of Rights or not. One can 
believe in the supremacy of Parliament or not, but I believe 
a 
in a federal system like Canada where there is precisely 
wide divergence of ideologies and of parties which govern at 
different levels and different regions of Canada. It is 
pretty important to have a basic statement of rights which 
is for the protection of all citizens against all levels 
of government and insofar as the second question you asked 
about what happens when one region opts in and the other 
doesn't opt in, existentially it would be no different than 
the present system where there are different Bills of Rights 
in different provinces and in the Federal Government. We 
have a Bill of Rights. Certain provinces have a Bill of Rights 
and this doesn't make us all less Canadian even though the 
Bill of Rights may dffer from province to province, but 
notionally by getting -- I would hope that the political 
process would have the effect that provinces would be urged 
to Opt in to the Bill “of Rights, Ene iconstrritvonal B11e 
of Rights by their opposition if the governments of the 
provinces themselves didn't want to do that, and I would hope 
that over a period of time if citizens indeed feel that the 
protection of their basic rights is important and urgent, 
I would hope that the political process would bring to power 
governments who decided to opt in to the Bill of Rights. 


MR. BRUCE PHILLIPS (CTV News) : In the same general area. 


Mr. Prime Minister, do you visualize a proposition that would 
permit a province to opt for portions of the Bill of Rights 

and not portions of the others? For example, to accept those 
portions of the Bill of Rights with respect to property and 

the normal civil rights as we Gndererana them of freedom of 
Speech and so on but not for argument's sake the language 
provisions of the Bill? 

A. Well, you will see that the Bill of Rights is presented 
as a whole and it includes individual rights and it includes 


the traditional political rights. Certain social sgalyefohecte. 


Certain civil rights to use your expression and also certain 


Nabsexeilisnenle) icstelenesc 

MR. BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well, with respect, I don't think you 
have dealt with my question. Would there be a provision 
which would allow a provincial government to accept part 

Li eOtenecessaninv~aiemor sthat Ball or are you putting 

this forward as a Bill of Rights that must be accepted in 

its entirety or not at all? 

Ay The latter. It must be accepted in its entirety 
OmeenO tn aia. 

MR. GEORGE RADWANSKI (Financial Times): Mr. Prime Minister, 
in answer to an earlier question you indicated that patriation 
and an amending formula were areas in which you did not intend 
to have the Federal Government proceed unilaterally but since 
constitutional opinion is by no means unanimous on this 

point, I would like to be clear on whether you are saying 
that in your view the Federal Government would not have the 
power in its jurisdiction to proceed unilaterally in those 
areas or are you saying that it would have the power but it 

is choosing not to follow that course for the foreseeable 
future? 

A. Well, you are asking my opinion now as a professor 

of Constitutional Law, I would think, rather than as a 
practising politician. 

MR. RADWANSKI: They are not unrelated in this case. 

A. Well, let me just say that the tradition of the 
constitution has been that in areas affecting the provinces 
provincial consent has been sought by the Federal Parliament 
before applying to Westminster for a change affecting the 
provinces. Conceptually, it is possible, I would think, under 
the law for the Federal Government to advise Westminster 

even if it hadn't had the proper consultation and if 
Westminster disagreed I think we would have an incredible 

row on our hands and if they agreed then some of the provinces 


might not be happy, but Ithink that is the law as it exists 
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but the constitutional practice has been one of going 

for consent, agreement with the provinces. Are there 

some circumstances where the Federal Government should 

ride roughshod, as the cliche goes, over the will of all or some of ° 
the provinces ? I think that would be a political judgment. 

I think in law the answer is that the Federal Government 

alone has a locus standi in talking: to Westminster. 

MR. RADWANSKI: A supplementary, if I may. Then you have 

drawn a distinction between some areas where you feel the 

Federal Government, is free,and in fact will proceed unilaterally in 

the months ahead and others where it would wait and talk 

to the provinces and so forth, Hor gueater clarity, could 

I ask you to itemize which are the areas where proposed changes 

are favoured in which you feel the Federal Government 

can and in fact will proceed unilaterally if necessary? 

A. Mind you, when you say proceed unilaterally, I want 

to make it clear that it will be after much and exhaustive 

consultation. Not only that of the past 52 years and that 

of the past 10 years but also after the setting up of a 

parliamentary committee, after federal/provincial meetings 

in the fall, all this in areas of strict federal jurisdiction. 

You asked me what are those areas and I will answer you like 

a professor again. Take the BNA Act out. Look at Section 91(1). 

See what areas cannot be amended by the Federal Government 

acting alone and you will see there is a lot of things left. 

Now you don't want me to enumerate every section of the 

constitution, do you? 

MR. RADWANSKI: Well, I was wondering in the context 

of the proposals that you make here. Which of those you 

put. mM your category of --- : 

A. Obviously, the mes we draw to your attention in 

the White Paper are the Senate, the Supreme Court, a Bill 

of Rights insofar as it is binding on the Federal Government 

just to take those three examples. Now, it would be 


desirable, it would be extremely desirable, if before changing 


the Senate or the Supreme Court, for instance, we get the 
consent of the provinces or at least we develop a national 
consensus of sorts, but I indicate that under the BNA Act 
as it lies now, these institutions can be changed unilater- 
ally by the Federal Government. 

MARK PHILLIPS (CBC News): Well, this is in some way a 
repetition of an earlier question in French, so I will try 
to phrase it a little differently. Why will this set of 
initiatives succeed when it doesn't deal at least at this 
stage with the contentious area of an amending formula? Why 


do you think this initiative will succeed when others have 


not? 
A. Well, I think your question itself gives you the answer 
because the other areas are contentious. This area 


should not be contentious. This area can succeed because 
one party acting alone can make it happen. When it is the 
amending formula or the division of powers one party acting 
alone cannot make it happen. As I explained to Radwanski 

it may be in legalistic terms anybody can make anything 
happen but certainly in political terms the experience of 
the past ten years has been that when you try and touch some 
area in which the provinces are involved directly under 

the constitution you end up in frustration, so it is 

easy to say we will succeed. I no more guarantee that this 
Bill will pass Parliament than I have that Chretien's Bill 
on taxation will pass Parliament. At some point you have 

to take time and get it through but this is an area that 

the Federal Government, acting alone, can proceed so that is 
why you have some kind of a guarantee that it will succeed. 
MARK PHILLIPS: So that you are up against the same hurdle 
so that you have -- 

A. Ultimately the hurdle you are up against is that you 
have sought for agreement among eleven governments and four 


have said no, two have said maybe and a few more have Said yes. 


What do you do then? 

MARK PHILLIPS: Exactly. 

A. But in this particular case you are not in an area 
where the provinces have a right to legislate and make laws. 


You are in an area where the Federal Government is acting 


alone. Section 91s) 
MARK PHILLIPS: I wonder if you could elaborate just a 
little further. If you get up against those hurdles, 


which you have mt the equation which you are discussing, 

what do you do then? If you cannot get an aqreement on the division 
of powers how far do you go? Do you then try and go around 

the provincial governments or something? 

A. No. In Phase I I answered Radwanski. There is a 

lot of things we can do and you will see a very substantial 
Bill that will be before the House of Commons very soon 

which covers a great many areas that are covered by Section 
91(1). Areas in which the Federal Government can act alone. 
Areas in which it would be desirable to find a consensus 

but where a consensus is not necessary. We don't even have 
to go to Westminster to change many things in the constitution 
and it is in these areas where we don't have to go to 
Westminster that we are proposing many changes in the 


COnSieistuicitomr 


MICHEL GUENARD (TVA) 


eye Monsieur le Premier ministre, maintenant que vous 
avez dévoilé une partie de votre jeu constitutionnel,, Comment 
est-ce que vous escomptez intégrer les recommandations de la 
Commission Pépin-Robarts lorsque celle-ci finalement déposera 

son rapport? 

Bs Eh bien les propositions que nous faisons aujourd'hui 
et que nous ferons plus tard ce mois-ci seront déposées devant la 
Chambre des Communes, seront étudiées par un comité parlementaire et 
éventuellement seront examinées par une Conférence fédérale- 
provinciale, les Premiers ministres provinciaux et moi-méme 4 
l'automne. Vers ce moment-1a nous attendons le rapport de la 
Commission Pépin-Robarts. Alors lorsque nous présenterons devant 
la prochaine session du Parlement des propositions d'amendement 
constitutionnels sous forme d'un projet de loi nous aurons eu 
l'opinion du Parlement fédéral, l'opinion de ce comité de la 
Chambre des Communes et du Sénat, nous aurons eu l'opinion des 
Premiers ministres et nous aurons l'opinion de la Commission 
Pépin-Robarts. A ce moment 14, devant toutes ces opinions 
éclairées qui réfléteront des opinions sans doute un peu diverses 
sur le projet de loi que nous déposerons plus tard ce mois-ci, 
nous pourrons dire: bon maintenant que foe avons 1 "opinion de 
tout le monde y compris celle de la Commission Pépin-Robarts, 
rédigeors un projet de loi que nous déposerons 4 la Chambre des 
Communes 4 la prochaine session afin qu'il soit adopté par ce 
Parlement, par cette Chambre des Communes, et par le Sénat avant 
le ler juillet de 1l'an prochain. Alors autrement dit, si nous 
avions eu un premier rapport de la Commission Robarts le mois 
dernier nous aurions pu en tenir compte dans le projet de loi 

que nous avons devant la Chambre des Communes, mais ce projet de 
loi encore une fois refléte la politique gouvernementale bien 

Sur mais ne sera pas le texte exact de celui que nous déposerons 
ala prochaine session. Ce texte exact de la prochaine session 
pourra 6tre instruit des opinions de tous ces groupes dont je vous 


ail parlé. 


= 0S 


CATHERINE BERGMAN (RADIQ CANADA) 
On. Dans la seconde étape de votre programme, vous 


devrez négocier avec les provinces et vous devrez 4 toutes fins 


pratiques obtenir leur unanimité. Dans la premiére vous n'en avez 


pas besoin, vous pouvez procéder unilatéralement mais vous 

allez vous chercher un consensus mais tout de méme si vous n'avez 
pas de consensus vous irez de l'avant. Est-ce que vous ne 
craignez pas que si vous étes obligé d'en venir 1a, c'est a 
dire d'aller de l'avant méme sans consensus pour la premiére 


étape, la seconde sera un échec et en supplémentaire a cela dans 
a 


ces circonstances 14 qu'est-ce que cela entrafne pour les 
perspectives d'élection en ce moment-1ld? 

R. Eh bien je pense qu'il est un peu trop tdt pour 
parler d'échec. Nous pensons encore une fois que la proposition 
de lois que nous allons déposer 4 la Chambre des Communes ainsi 
que les paragraphes dans le livre blanc que vous avez sur la réforme 
constitutionnelle reflétent, on l'a dit tout 4 l'heure dans une 
question, presque des liens communs. Ce sont des idées qui 
circulent depuis trés longtemps et j'espGére qu'un consensus Se 
développera. Si on ne trouve pas l'accord, l'unanimité de toutes 
les provinces sur une action 4 suivre, cela ne veut pas dire qu'on 
ne peut pas agir, c'est lorsque nous essayons d'avoir un projet 
de loi de juridiction fedérale ot que nous négocions avec les 
provinces. Par exemple, la loi sur les eaux canadiennes. Ona 
rédigé un projet de loi aprés consultation de toutes les 
provinces, final ement on a déposé un projet de loi, c'est de 
notre juri diction. Certaines provinces ont certaines réserves 
SUL Un petuenartveiichie:, dvartres unupetitragencl ela meMatic 

il reste en fin de journée, le gouvernement fédéral doit prendre 
ses responsabilités et légiférer sur les eaux 
canadiennes qui sont de sa jurisdiction. Ca ne veut pas dire que 
toutes les provinces sont fachées parce qu'on a pas fait tout ce 
que contradictoirement elles veulent qu'on fasse. Ca veut dire 
qu'a un moment donné le gouvernement fédéral va prendre ses 


responsabilités et nous sommes décidés de le faire dans la zone de 
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notre juri diction et je ne vois pas pourquoi nous devrions crier 
53 l'insuccés parce que nous n'avons pas trouvé l'unanimité de 
toutes les provinces pour une action qui est au fond de 

juri diction fédérale. Pour ce qui est des élections, vous me 
demandez quelles conséquences cela peut avoir. Je ne sais pas. 
On verra. Je l'ai dit & la Chambre des Communes nous ne voulons 
pas faire de ce projet de loi une matiére partisane, tant mieux 
si l1'Opposition nous dit? ah, nous avez pris toutes nos idées, 
yous avez volé nos idées sur telle ou telle réforme . Je dirai: 
peut-étre mais vous avez peut-étre aussi puis€ dans le livre 
blanc que nous avons déposé en 1969 et ainsi on peu remonter au 
gouvernement antérieur. Tant mieux s'il y a un consensus 4 la 
Chambre des Communes et tant mieux si 1'élection n'est pas un 
choix entre deux partiS , l'un qui propose une réforme 


constitutionnelle et l'autre qui veut rester dans le statut quo. 


PAUL LONGPRE (LA PRESSE) 
Q. Monsieur le Premier ministre, le projet de loi de 
vous déposerez trés bient6t en Chambre va mettre en pratique les 
idées contenues dans ce document-ci. C'est 4 dire que le 
deuxiéme projet de loi dont vous avez parlé il y a un moment, lui 
aurait trait uniquement 4 la phase II. 
Re Pardon, le deuxiéme projet de loi sera le projet de 
loi que nous aurons déposé 4 cette session qui se termine nous 
l'espérons le 30 juin. Alors le deuxiéme projet de loi n'est qu'une 
reprise du premier mais revue et corrigé aprés 1'"input" des 
provinces, de Pépin-Robarts, etc. 
Q. Ce qui veut dire que ce projet de loi-1a4 n'arriverait pas 
& l'étude en comité plénier ou a l'étude article par article 
avant que n'aient eu lieu et la Conférence des Premiers ministres et 
le dépd6t de la Commission Robarts. 
R, Parfaitement, A moins encore une fois que cette 
Commission ne reporte son rapport aux calendes greques, ce qui 
n'est pas prévue. Mais 4 supposer qu'ils persone leur rapport 
avant la fin de l'automne alors nous pourrons en tenir compte dans 
le deuxiéme projet de loi, c'est 4 dire dans la revision et la 


correction du premier. 
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MICHAEL DUFFY (CBC . TV News) : Mr. Prime Minister, the 
role of the monarch as the “Head of State" for Canada, has 


not received a large discussion in the White Paper. Could 
you ‘assure Canadians that the Queen will continue as the 
Head of State under the constitution which you envisage 
being created as a result of this exercise? 

A. Yes. That is stated quite clearly in the Bill that 
we will be presenting to the House of Commons. Canada will 
remain a constitutional monarchy and the Queen of Canada will 


remain the head of this constitutional monarchy. 


PAUL WHITELAW (FP Publications) : My question has been 
asked. 
Thank you. Mr. Prime Minister. 
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JEAN BEDARD (RADIO CANADA): Ma premi€re question est G'ordre assez général. 


Vous avez dit, M. Trudeau, que les Propositions cue vous alliez faire 
avaient €té des propositions gue le Gouvernement fédéral pouvait 
apporter unilatéralement,de son Propre chef, sans l'accord des 
provinces. Et & jeter un coup d'oeil 4 bon nombre d'éléments 1a-dedans 
gui ne peuvent étre mis en pratique avec l'accord des Provinces et des 
lois provinciales, est-ce gue ce serait possible de savoir 
finalement ce ou'il est possible 
au Gouvernement fédéral de faire avec ce projet de loi 14? Jusqu'od 
peuvent aller les changements gu'il peut apporter lui-méme de son 
propre chef? 

Ries Eh bien tous les articles du projet de loi gui ne sont pas 
Margqués d'une astérisgue peuvent étre 1égiférés par le Gouvernement 
fédéral acissant seul. 

JEAN BEDARD: Pour les (she(eraly oS linguistiques, par exemple, je vous 
donne l'exemple des éGroits linguisticgues en ce Qui concerne 1l'ensei- 
gnement, que peut faire le Gouvernement fédéral sur ces 
gquestions-18 tant que les Drovinces n'ont pas aGCe per melnies lia 
méme chose? 

lo Il y a,en plus des items Marqués d'astérisaues, certains 
items gui peuvent lier le Gouvernement fédéral et les Provinces, 

si les provinces acceptent. Autrement dit, il y a trois catégories 
d'articles: les premiers sont ceux que le Gouvernement fédéral, 
agissant seul, peut amender sans aller & Westminster; la Geuxiéme 
catégorie, ce sont des sujets qui affectent et le Gouvernement fédéral 
et les couvernements Ges provinces. Le Gouvernement fédéral peut 
Passer cette loi-18 en ce gui ONEeY ie J"action des articles sur 

le Gouvernement fédéral. Par exemple, la déclaration de buts et 
G'objectifs de la Constitution, pour autant que nous adoptons cette 


BORacette déclaration nous liera, nous; elle ne liera les provinces 


Qu'a partir du moment o elles choisissent d'@étre liées par ces 


oe 


articles. Mais le méme article a une double obligation, si je peux 
dire: il peut s'appliquer au Gouvernement fédéral seul, et dans ce 
sens-l1a la loi sera notre loi, mais cet article peut également 

lier les provinces si elles acceptent d'’étre liées. Alors c'est la 
Geuxiéme catégorie. La troisiéme catéoorie, ce sont les articles, 

et ceux-l14 sont marqués d'tune astérisque, ou'on ne peut pas légiférer 
sans le consentement des provinces et c'est, par exemple, l'article 

92 sur leguel on ne fait que répéter l"article 92 qui existe dans 

la Constitution actuelle et il n'est pas possible pour le Gouvernement 
fédéral, simplement par ume loi du Parlement fédéral, de dire: eh bien, 
nous allons enlever aux provinces la juridiction sur les droits civils 
et nous l'approprier. Alors, est-ce que vous voyez bien les trois 
catégories? 

JEAN BEDARD: Si je comprends bien, pour a4 peu vrés 90% du projet de loi, 
vous vous @tes substitué pour l'instant. aux provinces. 

R.: On stest substitué? 

JEAN BEDARD: Vous vous @6tes substitué aux provinces. 

iene Je ne comprenés pas comment vous arrivez 4 ce pourcentage. 

Il est certain gue le Gouvernement du Canada peut amender sa propre 
Constitution de la méme facon que les provinces peuvent amender leur 
propre Constitution, en vertu de l'article 92, premier paragranhe. 
Alors, bien sir, une constitution, ¢a comprend beaucoup de choses. 

Et guand on parle de notre Constitution, on peut faire beaucoup de 
choses, en fait tout ce gui est permis par l'articlle 91, premier 
Paragraphe, gui dit que le Gouvernement du Canada, ¢a a 6té adooté 

par le gouvernement de M. Saint-Laurent en 1949, peut amender sa 
propre Constitution excepté en ce qui concerne un certain nombre 

de choses. Et ce certain nombre de choses, c'est l'article 92, 

ce sont les droits de l'éducation, c'est l'obligation d'avoir un 
parlement au moins tous les douze mois, etc. Pour ces choses-1a, 
nous ne pouvons pas amender notre Constitution. Mais pour le reste, 
M. Saint-Laurent avec beaucoup d'&-propos, est allé A Londres et 

a dit: les choses qui nous concernent, nous, gui concernent les 


provinces, nous voulons avoir le droit de les amender et le Parlement 


br 


=3- 


itannique s'est départi du droit d'amender ces choses-14 en ce qui 


concerne la Constitution canadienne. De la méme facon que depuis 


18 
le 
po 
a 


su 


67, les provinces pouvaient amender leur Constitution. Dans tous 

s secteurs, dans tous les domaines, sauf en ce gui concerne le 

ste du Lieutenant-Gouverneur. Alors au fond; ce cue M. Saint-Laurent 
fait en 49, c'est de donner au Gouvernement fédéral le pouvoir 


rx sa Constitution gue les provinces avaient depuis 1867.. Vous 


comprenez? 


GEORGE RADWANSKI (FINANCIAL TIMES): 


I have a two part question, sir, on the House of 
HeEderatton. u Inemiirst parteis: how will you justify to your own 
party a format which will more or less reduce the Liberals... .well, 

I should say reduce the Liberals more or less permanently to a 
minority status in the Upper Chamber and do you expect any serious 
difficulty from your own party in that regard. And, the second 

part of the question is: given your own often expressed concern 
about the slowness of the legislative process, are you not concerned 
of the kind of format you have in which a government of either 

party is likely to have minority status in the Upper Chamber is cooing 
to lead to a situation where a great deal, if not most legislation, 
could end up being blocked in the Upper Chamber for two months and slow 
the whole legislative process down that way? 

A: Well, on your first point, let me make it clear that we 

are trying to write a constitution for Canada and not for the 

Liberal Party. And, our aim is not to entrench the Liberal Party 

in any part of the country. It is to provide a constitution for 
hopefully the next many decades or generations for Canada and I do 
not think considerations relative to the strengths or weakness of 

the Taberal Party or, for that matter, the Tory party, in any part 

of Canada should be kept in mind when trying to devise a better 
constitution. 

Now, your second question has to do with slowness of 
deGislation. Yes, that is troue. “There will be a bit-of a-trade-off 


by Providing a second Chamber a “house of theFederation which conceivably 
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and certainly under the present situation would result in a majority 
of its members being opposed to the government party, we do risk 
seeing government legislation delayed but that is the risk we are 
taking and that is the path we are following because we ee resolved 
to insure that the regions, the provinces, the people of the various 


parts of Canada would feel truly represented.in the federal parliament. 


Right now, as has been pointed out that under the 
party system, regions can be represented through ministers in Cabinet 
and through members in Caucus but when it comes to a vote we 
generally vote along party lines and the regions, rightly or wrongly 
feel alienated from the parliamentary process. By providing their 
presence in the second chamber, in the House of the Federation, we hope 
to diminish and perhaps did diminish considerably that feeling of 
alienation. We have gone the route of most federations which do 
have a second chamber which does provide for some form of 
representation based on the regions and this has been our: choice. 
It may slow down some legislation, as you say but, if it can do away 
with the feelings of alienation, ane feelings of not being consulted 
about everything and anything, it may in the end result provide for 
a more efficient parliament rather than a less efficient one. Right 
now under many headings of legislation or of federal action we 
go to very great lengths to consult each and every one of the 
provinces before even introducing a Bill. Well, if the provinces 
or the regions in some way can have their spokesmen in the second 
chamber hopefully, we will be saving some time at one end if we are 
Vosing a bit at the other. 


George Radwanski: One supplementary if I may: a very quick one on 


another subject; why have you decided in the areas that are under 
federal jurisdiction against going all the way to entrenchment via 
Westminster and have decided instead to leave it until such time as 


all the provinces agree on those areas that are in your own jurisdiction? 


A: Entrenchment by Westminster. 
George Radwanski: Well, igoingeall ‘the way... 
A: 


What you aré really saying, if IT'understand your :orea = you 


understand yourself is that we should qo to Westminster and say they 
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should take some powers away from us to amend our own constitution 
without us having an amending procedure. In other words, we would 
go to Westminster and ask them to legislate to take some powers away 
from the federal government and then some day, as Mr. St. Laurent did 
in '49 go back and say give us back these ‘powers. You know, your 
proposition is it seems to me a form of Peusonien to colonial status 
and we certainly don't want to do that. What can be done is go 

to Westminster and ask them once and for all to abolish BNL Pena ghit 
to legislate for Canada and then everything could be entrenched in 
the constitution but we don't want to do that until there is an 
amending procedure. 


Charles Lynch, (Southam News Services): Sir, two technical Guestions 


and one political one: what happens to Present Senators who may 


feel that the country has a commitment to them and will the Chief 
incapacity of the 
Justice cease to be the administrator in the case of the; toverndr= 


General. There seems to be some vagueness about the status of the 
office of administrator and I have One other question which I will 
ask after. 
A: Well on the second question, no, in. the case of illness of 
the Governor-General, an incapacity to act or whatever, the Chief 
Justice still keeps his function as administrator. I believe what 
you may have in your mind is the fact that we are also Setting) up 
an administrator in the case of the Lieutenant Governor of the 
provinces because under the present constitution if the Lieutenant 
Governor dies there can be no administrator and no bills can be 
Signed and no dissolution can be obtained and no speech from the 
throne can be read until a new Lieutenant Governor has been named 
and therefore we are providing for an administrator in these cases 
to bridge- the temporary gap between Lieutenant Governors. 

On your first question about what happens to the present 
Senators. Well, I suppose when the new House of the federation comes 
into place there are going to be some appointments of members of 
that House of the Federation and some of the present Senators may 


be reappointed to that House. Hopefully, a good number of them 
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because there are a lot of able men and women in that second chamber 
and I would hope that a lot of them will find their place in the 
second chamber but obviously it is not likely that all will and what 
I would intend would be, if the opposition agrees, because I don't 
think this should be made a partisan question but what I would intend 
is to set up some kind of a blue ribbon committee which would 
recommend to the government action as regards these people. I think 
if the government sort of gave them very generous pensions there 
might be criticism. If it was too ungenerous there probably would 


be justifiable criticism because a lot of these people entered the 


Senate with the intention of making it a career with acquired 
rights, grandfather rights, I guess the expression is justifiable 
or grandmother rights until the age of 75 including some who are 
still there who have rights until death so they have some acaguired 
rights and they must be dealt with fairly and it would be my 
intention unless some better suggestion is forthcoming to set up 
such a very highly respected commission to recommend to the 
government how these rights should be in a sense compensated in the 
case of these Senators who would not re-enter the House of the 
Federation. You will recall it is the kind of problem which had 

to be resolved some years ago when Quebec abolished its legislative 
council and I'm sure it happened too when other provinces in 
previous decades abolished their legislative councils. 


Charles Lynch: The other question has to do with your target Gate 


of July lst, 1979. I know you don’t like to entertain any question 
that mentions an election possibility but it is impossible to have 
such a target date and not at least speculate on what your thinking 
is about when you are going to have your election. Will you have 

it before-that target date or after? 

A: I don't know. I can just tell you quite frankly that that 
target cate had been set in my mind many months ago at which time it 
was possible that we would have had an election even now. It might 
have been over at this time and and that would have 


been the target date I presumably would have talked to the people 
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about during an election. So, now everyone can Breath Sasa ye eeur 
not talking about that date during an election. Hopefully it can be 
looked at realistically and progress can be made. I have no idea. 
If there is an election in the fall or the Spring, well, x” 

think that target date still can be met. 

Charles Lynch: Do you anticipate being Prime Minister when the 
legislation is enacted? 

A: In July 1981? 

Coevmles IiyprSleie Wes ~ shay abey7e). 

A: 1979, Well, as you know, under the present constitution 
I can still be Prime Minister even some short period beyond that date 
SO it is very conceivable that I will remain Prime Minister until 


then even without an election. 


Richard Gwyn, (Toronto Stans two questions, Mr. Prime Minister: 


the first one will be a small one; will you commit yourself to 
appoint no more Senators so that you do not create any eleventh 

hour grandfathers? 

A: To appoint? 

Richard Gwyn: More Senators. Will you commit yourself to 

appointing no more Senators to avoid creating eleventh hour 
grandfathers? 

A: Well I don't think just off the bat I woulda make that 
commitment but I would think that if Senators were appointed now, 
they might have to accept or not accept realizing maybe they wiil 

not acquire grandfather rights. That might be one way Of approaching 
oso 

Richard Gwyn: Why was the head of state not advised (he, of course, 
Was at no time consulted) on the substantive changes in her prerogatives 
before the Bill was printed? 

A: Well I believe you are incorrect in your facts there. 

There are no prerogatives changed by this Bill. The prerogatives 
Which are now exercisable by the Governor General and which previously 
had been exercisable by Her Majesty or His Majesty were transferred 


to the Governor General ate Varvons times sance 1949 sande tite Pastcc. 
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some were in 1972, for instance. Some were in Mackenzie King's day 
and some were as recently as last December so we are not changing 
these prerogatives. The same prerogatives which were exercisable 
in December by the Governor General will be exercisable when this 
new Bill becomes law. Insofar as informing’ Her Majesty, of course 
she was informed last October by me as to what was going to happen 
in December and she was informed just last week by our Minister of 
Justice, Mr. Basford, who went to London on purpose to inform Her 
Majesty of the provisions of this Bill. Advice was not given, and 
I think I use the word advisedly because we were not asking her 

to abandon any prerogatives. We were not advising her of anything 
which was not already done so we were informing her of a Bill which 
was going to put into the constitution the practice which already 
exists and furthermore, this bill we have said, though it reflects 
government policy, may be changed in various fashions when it is 
reintroduced in the next session of parliament after consultation 
with the provinces, with a joint Committee of the 

House and the Senate and so on. At that time if there is need for 
advice, Her Majesty will be advised but I don't see off hand on what 
sections of the Bill advice would be needed, but if it is needed 

it wall be given. 


Claude KEnault (Gazette): In your material on the House of the 


Federation you are in effect almost saying that a representative 
group representing approximately the same balance as the 

legislature or the national assembly of each province would be 
appointed as a provincial representation but in the constitutional 
Gealings that we have nowadays, you don't deal with the legislature, 
you Geal with the government. What makes you think the provinces 
aré going to accept moving a part of their being into Ottawa and 
then that people who normally are excluded from the federal process 
are now being loaded in. In other words what makes you think you 


can sell this to provinces as opposed to the idea of their choosing 


exclusively from the governing party the representatives that would 


be sent there? 
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A: Well, it depends on their intention of course but in my 
understanding of provincial governments’ attitude on this is that 
they feel that in many areas they are the spokesmen for the provinces 
even in areas of federal jurisdiction. You know, some Brey neds 

have said for instance, we want to name people on the federal Wheat 
Board even though it is clearly a federal board, we want to be 
advised and we want to appoint people to it. I take it that their 
rationale is not that they are seeking to grab federal powers or to 
extend their empires. I take it that their point of view is that 

the provinces do not feel the regions, the people of the provinces 

do not feel sufficiently represented in Ottawa because of what I 

was saying, the party system and the accident that there are few 
Tories in Quebec and there are few Liberals in Alberta and the 
political realities of the day and what I am hoping as a result of 
this change is that the regions will have their spokesmen in the 
Second Chamber and that the debate there about whether such and such 
a piece of legislation or such and such a policy ce eens ene 


reflects not only the national goals but also the regional goals, 


the debate will take place there and that the provincial premiers 
will get back to their role which is to govern their provinces 
within areas of provincial Puiu Sewer. 

Claude Hénault: That escapes the point. Would you not accomplish 
the same thing by having the governing power select its provincial 
representatives from among its own party. Why are you insisting on 
a representation according to the popular vote. It seems to me you 
are making life difficult for yourself by suggesting something that 
is politically unpalatable. 

A: Well, that is more or less the question I dealt with in 
answering Mr.Radwanski.. If, for instance as concerned shall we 
Say the five Senators, shall we say from Alberta named by supposedly 
in the provincial allocation, if we were to designate them, chances 
are we might try to designate Liberals rather than Conservatives or 
NDP or Social Crediters and then could we honestly say that the 


Liberals we Gesignate represent the feelings of the province at any 
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given time. They would probably answer that they don’t any more 
than the Senators that we appoint now from that Province are 
recognized by certainly the provincial governments and perhaps by 
much of the public opinion as spokesmen for that area. You -know, 

I wish they are and I think they are and I have consulted them as 
though they were. You know, I have Senators, Liberal Senators from 
Alberta who have been extremely useful to me but I think it is not 
exaggerated to say that Mr. Lougheed does not consider them to be 
true spokesmen for Alberta and it is an attempt to meet that 
difficulty that I made these proposed changes. 

Claude Hénault: One fast one: then wouldn't it be logical in the 
international arena to make our international delegation composed 
of the same kind of representivity, that is, Liberals, Conservatives 
and NDP? 

A: What international delegations? 


Claude Hénault: The United Nations. 


A: Well, we do. We send to the United Nations, we send 
Members of Parliament from all parties at the General Assembly. 


Urcuhart (Dew Jones) I was wondering what reaction you expect 


Re 
from the governinent of Quebec and also/ the opposition party in 
Quebec. This is specifically with regard to the language rights 


and language safeguards. 


A: I cannot say. As regards educational rights, I would 
thinhvat least the opposition parties would be happy with them 
because they do guarantee to the official language minorities that 
they will be able to be educated in schools of their lancuace and 

I would think very much that at least Mr. Ryan thinks that. I'm 
not sure about Mr. Levesque but possibly he would be happy too because 
Bill 101 does not take away from the English speaking minority in 
Quebec now, the right to send their kids to English schools. It 
certainly doesn't go far enough in that it affects rights of English 
moving into Quebec from other Deavinces and our amendment would 
certainly protect those rights but I, you know, I can't speculate 

on what Mr. Levesque is going to say. If last week's response is 


any guicance, I just refer you to what he said even before having 


read the White Paper that it was nonsense. 


SE ie 


FRANCINE BASTIEN (RADIO-CANADA): M. le Premier ministre, vous 

nous avez rappelé la semaine derniére, en présentant votre Livre 
blanc, qu'il s'agissait de la troisi&me tentative de réforme 
constitutionnelle. Aujourd'hui, on se trouve devant le projet 

de loi comme tel. Sans @6tre prophéte de meiner, s'il s'avérait 
gu'il ne ralliait pas le consensus que vous désirez de la part 

des provinces, est-ce que vous seriez prét 4 considérer cette 
tentative comme la derniére, allant méme jusqu'& ouitter la vie 
politique ou si vous iriez de l'avant avec la phase II de votre 
projet? 

Ries Eh bien, tel que le projet est rédigé, comme je l'expliguais 
tout a l'heure en réponse 4 la premiére question, nous pouvons, 

sans le consentement Ges provinces, faire, ce que M. Bédard décrivait, 
comme une constitution 4 90% nouvelle. Et si on réussit 3 ce point-la 
il me semble que ce n'est pas la peine de quitter la vie politique 
pour un €chec de 10%. 


CLAUDE TURCOTTE (LE DEVOIR) :° Ma question est d'ordre linguis- 


tigue supplémentaire 4 l'avant-derniére gui a €6té posée. Je lis dans 
Hemperit TMivret ici a propos de la faculté de choix. On Git: 

cette faculté de choix ne S'appliquerait pas 4 ceux gui ne sont pas 
citoyens canadiens ni aux citoyens appartenant & la majorité de langue 
officielle. Cela veut dire, cela me parait @tre un chancement de 
politique sur les principes gue vous avez défendus dans le passé ou 
alors j'ai mal compris. J'aimerais que vous vous expliguiez... 

rho § Non, vous n'avez pas mal compris. Mais je pense que vous 

avez fait une confusion entre les principes politigues d'ordre cénéral 
et la protection constitutionnelle. Lorsque nous protéceons les 
droits fondamentaux, nous protégeons les droits fondamentaux et nous 
n'essayons pas de couvrir tous les droits Supplémentaires. Ce aue nous 
avons voulu faire dans cette déclaration des droits fondamentaux, 
c'est de protéger les droits des minorités. Nous n'essayons pas 

de dire aux majorités ce gu'elles devraient vouloir pour elles-mémes. 
Alors c'est pourquoi nous protégeons la liberté de choix des minorités 
de langue officielle, dans le domaine de l'éducation, puisgue c'est 


cela qui vous intéresse, dans chacune des provinces. Mais si la 


-12- 


majorité veut se départir de certains droits, par voie de législation, 
je regrette, ce serait contre mes principes, mais je n'essaie pas de 
dicter aux majorités ce gui est bon pour elles. Elles n'ont pas 
besoin, autrement dit, de la protection constitutionnelle. Mais 

les principes restent tout 4 fait comme vous les avez décrits. Mais 
encore une fois, un instrument de protection Ges droits fondamentaux 


s'attache dans notre optique 4 protéger les droits des minorités, 


pas ceux des majorités. 


Bob Lewis (McLeans): Prime Minister, setting aside the well known 
views of the province of Quebec for the purposes of this question, 

I wonder if you would agree perhaps the most important and difficult 
provinces to gain acceptance from on these proposals would be 
Alberta, Manitoba and Ontario. Alberta for reasons as you indicate, 
Premier Lougheed obviously is not all that keen about the idea of 

a House of the Federation. In Manitoba we seem to have a resistance 
to the whole idea of protection of minority language rights and 
there is a certain ambivalence obviously in Ontario on the part of 
Premier Davis about the same question. Are those the three key 
ones? 

A: I think they are in different categories. For instance, 
as recarads the Bill of Rights I repeat we can adopt that Bill of 
Rights, constitutionalize it without the agreement of the provinces 
and it will bind the federal government, it will only bind those 
provinces . that want to be bound. It will not bind those provinces 
that don't want to be bound and as I said in this room last week 
about the White Paper I hope that would set up a political dynamic 


which would lead opposition parties if not the government to say 


we want an entrenched Bill of Rights. We want to constitutionalize 


thew Bil of Rights. Now it's just possible that the provinces you 
mention would want to be bound because there is a very big quid pro 
quo for the provinces in this and you may have noticed that once the 
province is bound we take away from ourselves the right of disallowance 
Or reservation for those particular provinces that opt into the 


Bill of Rights and this is I think a fairly important incentive’so 


’ 
that's one category where we can be bound and not the provinces but 


when you are talking about the Senate, naturally we're going to have 
a federal provincial conference in the fall. We are going to have 

a great deal of consultation. We are going to listen to Pepin 
Robarts and so on but at some point we can legislate as regards the 
Senate without provincial consent. I hope that we will find a 
consensus but certainly the disagreements say of one or two provinces 
would not prevent us from legislating. It's more important that 

we get all parties in the House of Commons on our side on this and 
in this regard I am quite hopeful because the Tories themselves 
have proposed @ Hpuse of the Provinces as they call it which would 
go even farther than we go in giving provincial representation so 
maybe I will det Mr. Clark argue this out with Mr. Lougheed and 
hopefully they will reach an agreement which will make it easier 

for us to proceed in the House. 

Bob Lewis: A brief supplementary if I may: What do you suggest 

we call these people. We have MP's, Senators, MHA's, MNA's, what 

do you propose we call these people who are members of the House 


of the Federation. 


A: I'm sure you have an answer for that. 
Rob Lewis: Somebodies? 
A: Fecoras. You didn't hear it first here. I want to make 


that clear. 
BobeLewis:) I> dad? 
A: DUGSYOU. | sOOELY « 


Mark Phillips (CBC): ON the matter that you raised about the 


political dynamic, the reaction of the premiers last week, at least 
those that were gathered in New Hampshire from the east was that 
(and I think from the rest of the country as well) was that while 
they were quite willing and again with the exception of Quebec 

as well, while they were quite willing to begin discussion again 

on Sonat: tutional proposals, they would have preferred to have been 
consulted before legislation was presented. In terms of the 
continuing discussions do you anticipate this Bill which you 
presented might in fact act as a hindrance? 


A: Well, they were consulted. I spent two months in the 
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fall talking to each and every province about the substance of 
this Bill. Phase One and I even talked about Phase Two which 
isn't even in this Bill so they were consulted many months-ago. 
Now this is over and above, I suppose, the half a dozen white 
papers which have been printed by the federal government on the 
subject, over and above the many, many letters that I have sent to 
all the premiers between '75 and '77 and over and above, of course, 
everything which went into Victoria. Now, I'm not suggesting that 
this eisai go quite a bit further than Victoria but when 
you add all those things together, our white papers, Victoria, 

my many letters to the premiers, discussions we have had here in 
Ottawa, many of these things have been considered in one way or 
another. Add to that the fact that through all of last week 
various regional ministers have seen everyone of the premiers who 
wanted to be seen. I believe there were only two exceptions to 
that and they sent other ministers. They explained in very great 
detail what was going to be in the Bill so there has been 
consultation for years and I would be very surprised if the 
premiers knowing that this Bill is here for first reading knowing 
that we intend to act by July of next year only in areas of 
federal jurisdiction, I would be very surprised if they come to 
the fall conference of First Ministers and say well, we haven't 
had time to think about these things. They have been thinking about 
them hopefully for at least ten years and hopefully in ten weeks 
they'll be able to make up their minds on what they have been 


thinking about for ten years. 
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JEAN-MARC POLIQUIN (RADIO-CANADA): Je voudrais savoir si l'article 2 
du bill qui consacre l'union fédérative de 1867 rend inutile le 
référendum du M. Lévesque et méme, par ricochet peut-étre, met 

le P.Q. hors-la-loi puisqu'il se trouve &4 poursuivre un objectif 
Cuimmest onterdit par article 2. . 

Rees Eh bien, encore une fois, pour ce qui est des objectifs 

de la Constitution canadienne, cela ne liera les provinces qu'a partir 
du moment ot elles acceptent d'étre liées. Mais le référendum dont 
vous parlez est un processus para-constitutionnel, si je peux dire. 
Tout le monde est d'accord, y compris le Gouvernement du Québec, gue 
méme si le P.Q. gagnait le référendum, ce qu'& Dieu ne plaise, cela 

ne change pas la Constitution. Ce Gouvernement devra s'asseoir 

et proposer de quelle maniére il se propose de se séparer du reste du 
Canada et quelle sorte d'association il veut faire. Alors la Consti- 
tution est faite encore une fois pour un Canada uni, un Canada 
fédératif qui continue. Le référendum arrive un peu comme un processus 
politigue qui n'a aucun effet constitutionnel, mais gui pourrait 


déclencher des discussions politiaues. 


George Bain (Toronto Stan): I have a question Prime Minister in 


a rather less elevated area: in an answer to Robert Stanfield 
yesterday on the Treu Case you made two points, one that you wish 
those who are writing abundantly about it had thought to ask 
questions and the other that the contracts in question were 
unclassified. Now, the first of those was wide enough of the facts 
as to leave some question as to how deeply you have been able to 
inform yourself about the second. Since you now say that all this 
Subject matter is unclassified, could some of us who would like to 
ask questiGns see the documentation? 

A: I said that the contracts put by NATO to Mr. Treu in the 
Period after which he left Northern Electric were not on classified 
Subjects and I have no objection to you seeing them. You ask NATO. 
They weren't put by me and they weren't put by this government. 


They were contracts, as I understand it, put out by NATO and my 
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information is that they were put out by NATO as unclassified work. 
Now you may be saying once the work is done and it comes back to 
NATO it may be classified. This is a matter I dealt with in the 
House in answer to Mr. Baldwin but it seems to me that doesn't 
prove anything at all. You know, do you have information that 

the contracts put out by NATO were ieee cle If so, you have 
been wrongly informed. 

Georcse Bain: Since they are unclassified I would like to have a 
look at them and the knowledge must be in the possession of the 
Canadian Government. I wrote a letter on May 25... 

A: They are not in the possession of the Canadian government. 
They came from NATO to Mr. Treu. 

Georce Bain: I wrote a letter on May 25th to the NATO Maintenance 
and Supply Agency in Luxemburg. I received an answer from Major 
General H. Gench who says, among other things, that I understand 
that the NATO Industrial Security Section is cognizant of the 
matter and I suggest that you may wish to contact them through the 
Canadian national authorities. As the most senior of those 
Canadian national authorities would you instruct the Department of 
Supply and Services to let me look at the files on this. 


A: if they have the authority from NATO to Go it, as your 


letter seems to indicate, I'm sure they would want to make sure 
that authority that was writing you is authorized to say they are 
unclassified, that we can show them. I would think it shoulé be 
NATO to give to you things that they say are unclassified. I have 
no objection to ask, is it Supply and Services or DND, if they are 


properly authorized by NATO, to show you copies of what is not 


classified. 


Stewart Langford ( )I would like to elevate the questions 


again: I am interested in 106, section 106 and section 107 which 


as yOu probably know are the provisions for appointing judges. 


106 being the interprovincial-federal relation and the other one 


<l7< 


being the new House's look at it. Will those be public. Will 
the proceedings under 106 and 107 be in public. 

A: I shouldn't think they will automatically but I have 

no doubt that they will be made public once they go to the House 
of the Federation and the House of the Federation is called upon 
to approve an appointment that obviously becomes public. Now, at 
the earlier stages, when the Attorney -General of the province or 
of the provinces, as the case may be, is discussing names with 
Ottawa, I certainly would not want to make it Shee but it more 
than likely than not will become public if ten Attorneys-General 
are involved. I think there is not a question of security eres 
It is a question of not embarrassing people whose names you are 
discussing and then the province may want to object to. 

Stewart Langford: That is precisely what I was thinking of. 
Wouldn't it be worse if it came out in a kind of guess who didn't 
get appointed to the Supreme Court way? 

A: It would be embarrassing and for that reason I think it 
would proceed as it proceeds now ies I appoint a Lieutenant Governor 
for instance. I have made it the Puactace; thought sanot themlaw, 
that I didn't appoint Lieutenant Governors before talking to the 
premier of a province and I discuss names with them anda in every 
case except one, those names have been kept secret by the premier 


of the province. The only exception is Mr. Levesque. 


Stewart Langford: One quick follow-up: what about the principle 
of the best and the brightest. I'ma little worried about four 
from Quebec and one from Manitoba or one from the Prairies and one 
from Ontario. You know, what happens if B.C. has five excellent 
judges, excellent possibilities that we lose some of them. Is that 
a problem that you have examined? 

A: Well, I think the way the provision is written now does 
Provide for a maximum flexibility in this regard. There are 

eleven to be named, four have to be from the Civil Law province of 
Quebec. That leaves seven. The only provision is that there be 


one from the Atlantic, one from Ontario, one from the Prairies and 


ee 


one from B.C. which leaves three to be named amongst the best and 
the brightest in whatever province happens to have better and 
brighter appointees to the Supreme Court of Canada. 


Geoff Ramin {CKO): Mr. Prime Minister I wanted to ask you about 


Section 72 regarding giving Quebec four new seats with every census 
every ten years. I was wondering if you would explain the reasoning 
for this and what you expect, what reaction you expect from the 
opposition party which as you know, are weakened in Quebec and also 
the provinces, what kind of reaction you expect from both. 

A: What is the section you are referring to? 

Geort Ranines 721) 

A: What does it say? 

Geoff Ramin: It is regarding assigning four new seats to Quebec 
every ten years with each census. 

A: Well this I believe is just a translation into the 
constitution of the present electoral law. And this, as you know, 

was brought in as a result of very lengthy negotiation in the 

House of Commons before that electoral law was brought in. There have 
been various formula adopted since 1867 on assuring some form of 

rep by pop jn the House of Commons. Rep by pop as regards the 
province, not as regards party affiliations and this is the latest 

in the series and it is the one that is current now. 

Geoff Ramin: Nothing about whether the population increases or 
decreases. It just says automatically every ten years Quebec will get 


four new seats. 


A: Well that is the present situation that there are four 


new seats and the population goes up everywhere and everyone is 
adjusted. It is a relevant matter, a relevant subject and it 

means that the House of Commons will continue to grow until this 
section is amended but it is that each province will be represented 
in the House of Commons proportionate to its population which is not 
the case with the House of Federation of course where there is 


representation not on the basis of population. 
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NORMAN FETTERLEY (CFTO-TV) : Mr. Prime Minister, the government 
has had approximately a week now to look at the telex from 
Premier Davis of Ontario over the construction workers' dispute 
involving Quebec. I wonder if you are prepared at Seana ieIS). 
tell us whether or not there will be federal intervention as 

Mr. Davis has asked for. 

A. THeTeumtcmsthi leno! finale word Lom wustree, 
though I did discuss it with some people from Justice. They 

are looking at the question whether the regulation and actions 
by Quebec are likely to be judged intra vires or ultra vires, 
constitutional or unconstitutional. I must say that there are 
arguments on both sides. I cannot say or tell you what the 

final opinion will be, and for the time being I cannot report 
what the government's view of these regulations is. Having 
looked at the situation, it is obviously more complex than 
appears from just the superficial indignation that we all feel 
when Canadians cannot work in one part of Canada and do not 

feel free to move from one part of Canada to another. The 
Federal Government, as you know, has mobility programs which 
encourage workers to go where there are jobs. 

Certainly at first blush this policy does not 
seem one which is acceptable to Canadians. NS VOun now an 
our constitutional proposals amonca the fundamental rights of 
Canadians we have included the fundamental right to move to and 
work in any part of Canada. So once again, at first blush this 
action is very unpleasant, but when you scratch a little ult ayou 
understand the situation is not so simple. 

Indeed, as I said in the House many days ago, 
the Onearic Minister of Labour and the Quebec Minister of Labour 
have been working on this. There are offers which I understanc 
have been made by Quebec which have not been accepted by Ontanrleo. 
That might change a little bit the nature of the situation. 


So before, you know, telling Ontario: "You 


cannot do anything more, we will go to the courts", I have 
asked to be informed about the nature of the negotiations 

and to see if indeed there had been some reasonable 

possibility of compromise. And superticrally it Peete vas 

me that there are grounds for compromise, and it seems to me 
that Quebec have made some offers which are worth considering. 
But I don't know what Ontario's answer was, and I have asked 

my officials and some of my Ministers to try and get a complete 
PLcEune sot ethts). 

For the time being I think it would be safest 
to say that from the knowledge I have of the case now it seems 
to be the kind of problem which should be settled by negotiation 
between Mr. Davis and Mr. Levesque, or between the Ministers of 
Labour. The problem does not seem insoluble tO me, and 
rather than go through the court vrocess which may or may not 
prove successful, I would think that the parties should get back 
together and try and negotiate a settlement of that. ease, 
of course, within provincial jurisdiction in terms of labour 
legislation and the contractual law, but the Federal Government 
is prepared to offer its good services to bring the parties 
together and try and find a reasonable out of court solution. 

It certainly cannot be allowed to fester because then various 
provinces will take various measures and the whole thing might 
escalate. It is not only Quebec and Ontario, but there are 

other frontiers between Quebec and other provinces. Certainly 

if the provinces cannot solve it between themselves, we will have 

a greater argument to have them accept out constitutional proposals 
entrenching in the constitution this basic freedom of movement. 

But the administrative problem is not as simple as the basic 


right, but once again I think there is room for compromise. 


MICHEL GUENARD (TVA) M. le Premier ministre, en regard des 
intentions que vous avez exprimées dans le discours du TrGne, 
est-ce que vous pourriez nous tracer un bilan 

des travaux législatifs 4 la veille de l'ajournement pouy la 


période estivale? 


Re Les bilans des travaux 4 venir ou 
OF Les travaux qui ont eux lieu. 
Re Eh bien, nous avons présenté quelque 


- 


chose comme 67 projets de loi a la suite du discours du Tr6ne, 


eNabgey wean i 
été passée par les deux 


quelque chose comme la moitié 
chambres, adoptée par le parlement. Je dis "quelque chose 
comme" parce que le compte final, on le saura seulement a la 
fin de la journée, lorsque le Sénat lui-méme aura agi , mais 
disons que la moitié des mesures proposés par le gouvernement 
ont été adoptées. Parmi ces mesures, il y en a de iBoheie 
importantes. Malheureusement, parmi celles que la Chambre 

n'a pas eu le temps, n'a pas cru bon d'adopter, il y en a aussi 
plusieurs de fort importantes, y compris plusieurs projets de 
loi qui ont été présentés soit avant Noél, soit avant Pdaoues 

et qui. normalement auraient du étre acceptés par la Chambre. 
Comme vous le savez, la Chambre a décidé tant avant Noél que 
depuis de passer - je dis la Chambre, les partis d'opposition - 
d'avoir des filibusters, de parler trés longuement sur certains 


projets financiers, certaines mesures budgétaires qui ont pris 


beaucoup de temps. Comme d'habitude, je pense que la Chambre 
aurait pu faire mieux, mais que le compte ialiaell Glbl w@ipNel Fo VSHE 
pas mauvais. Est-ce qu'on en tirera des arguments pour avoir 


des réglements de la Chambre qui permettront d'avoir une 
administration plus efficace des affaires de la Chambre, 
j'espére qu'on finira toujours par tirer cette conclusion. 
Vous savez que le gouvernement a eu recours a quelques reprises 
& des mesures connues ‘sous le chiffre 75, pour permettre 
l'accélération des affaires, mais c'est toujours trés 


encombrant de procéder comme cela. Parmi les mesures adoptées, 


j'en ai 6mis une liste que je pourrais relire, mais je pense 
que parmi les plus significatives, il y a celle relative 


au pipeline du Grand Nord, il y a des mesures relativement 
4 


& l'usage de la langue anglaise ou frangaise devant les 


dans 


tribunaux partout au Canada les matiéres d'instance criminelle, 


législation a l'avantage des vétérans et de ceux qui avaient 


Mv 


té prisomiersde guerre, beaucoup de mesures dans le domaine 
économique, les mesures de M. Chrétien pour couper les impdts, 

des mesures dans le domaine agricole pour permettre aux jeunes 
fermiers de s'établir et augmentant le chiffre qui leur est 

alloué sous forme de prét, des mesures également dans le domaine 
commercial, particuliérement relativement 4 la Corporation 
d'exportation du Canada pour permettre de financer ces compagnies 
qui auraient des contrats 4 l1'étranger, qui permettraient de 

créer des emplois au Canada. Alors, Gans tous les domaines, 

il y a eu une action assez vigoureuse par le gouvernement, mais 

je ne peux pas dire que toutes les lois que nous espérions voir 
passées ont 6té adoptées. I1y ena plusieurs dans le domaine 
énergétique, par exemple, qui n'ont pas 6té passées et ilya 

aussi des mesures législatives dans le domaine de la concurrence 
qui n'ont pas pu é6tre passées. 

On M, le Premier ministre, vous avez 

fait allusion tout 4 l'heure a lacélébrité des travaux 
parlementaires. Est-ce qu'on peut vous demander qu'est-ce vous 
avez en téte, disons pour favoriser les travaux 
parlementaires, on parle depuis un certain nombre d'années, bien 
sir, de moderniser les travaux du parlement. Est-ce que vous entre- 

yvoyez  diune facon précise, den arriver a 

une participation plus active des députés, etc? 

Re Mon Dieu, cela devient du re-chiqué. 

Comme vous le savez vous-méme; on a fait plusieurs propositions 

aux partis d'opposition pour avoir un temps sur lequel nous nous 


mettrions d'accord pour étudier chaque projet de loi. Par exemple, 


nous donnons tout de suite aprés le discours du Tr6ne, une 
liste de projets gouvernementaux et nous déposons en premiére 
lecture, des projets de loi et nous disons, voici, il y en a 

un paquet de dix, est-ce qu'on serait d'accord pour donner tant 
de eure a tel projet, tant de jours 4 tel autre, de sorte que 
nous sachions un peu notre programme et jamais on ne peut obtenir 
d'ententes avec les partis d'opposition, ce qui veut dire qu'il 
faut procéder et attendre les débats, et si les débats durent 
trop longtemps, 148, amener des mesures connues sous le titre 
Article 75 du réglement, pour essayer de limiter le temps des 
débats, etc. Il serait beaucoup plus sage, il me semble, si 

On pourrait se pehars et dire, bon il serait raisonable de 
débattre tel projet de loi tant de jours, et s'il n'y a pas 
accord, on prendra le vote, plut6ét que de s'éterniser dans des 
paroles. Mais parmi les réformes les plus simples que nous 
avons suggérées et qui n'ont pas été retenues, une premiére 
serait de faire comme en Grande-Bretagne et de décider qu'en 
deuxiéme lecture, on discute du principe du projet de loi, non 
pas des détails, mais du principe général, de permettre par 
exemple, une journée de débats seulement, parce qu'il me semble 
que dans une journée, chaque parti peut au moins expliquer par 
un ou deux ou trois orateurs, quelle est leur attitude vis-a-vis 
le principe du projet de loi. Ensuite bien sfr, dans le débat 
en détail, on pourra mettre beaucoup plus de jours, mais il me 
semble que c'est un non-sens que les partis d'opposition parlent 
pendant des jours et des jours et des jours pour dire gqu'ils ne 
Sent pas d'taccord avec un principe. On pourrait trés bien 

dire ease us ou deux discours, on n'est pas d'accord avec ce 
principe-14, mais voici un principe meilleur et c'est le principe 


: Faas és 
de notre parti. Malheureusement, c'est une réforme gui n'a 


pas €té retenue. L'autre réforme fort simple, serait de 


‘permettre 4 la Chambre de si€ger sans ajourner 4 dix heures 


trente et lorsque l1'Opposition veut parler longtemps sur un 
projet de loi, on les laisserait parler toute la nuit. Mais 
ce sont deux exemples de réformes assez 6lémentaires qui n'ont 


pas @té retenues. 


STUART LANGFORD (CBC-TV) : Mr. Prime Minister, I wonder if 
you are aware of the recent Supreme Court of the United States 
decision in the Bakke case regarding affirmative action laws? 
A. No. 
MR. LANGFORD: Well, it dealt very briefly with what are known 
in the States as affirmative action programs, and it declared 
that these were not constitutionally valid under their 14th 
amendment of equality before the law. I wonder if we have anything 
like that. I know we have no laws like that in Canada, but have 
we any policies like that in the Federal Government in Canada 
ef hiring minority groups -- affirmative action in that sense, 
favouring minority groups in Canada as government policy? 
A. Well, we certainly have policies. i could 
not say with any precision whether we have some laws, but it is 
obviously a policy of the Federal Government, for ee to 
ensure that companies which are developing in the Northwest 
Territories or the Yukon hire a lot of native labour. We put 
this in the contracts and we make certain requests in this regard, 
and generally they are settled contractually. 

Another example, I suppose, is to increase the 
number of women in the public service. As you know, the 
government has issued a whole series of directives to the 
Deputy Ministers under the Public Service Commission, saying 
that they should increase the number of women in the public 
Service which, as you know, the hire of ‘Stare wsoucsude 
government control in the sense that we cannot hire people. 

They are beyond political patronage, but we do give directives 
to them. We have even established in the public service and 

in the departments areas where there are offices with people 

whose function is to promote more hiring of women. 

These are affirmative action policies. Nobody 
has ever attacked the constitutionality of them. I suppose it 


would be very hard to get the policy before the courts. If people 


don't think a policy has to be obeyed, they don't obey it. 
But technically, I suppose, you could get some man taking an 
injunction against the public service, Saying: "You shouldn't 
try and hire more women". Buk D do not think that would be 
successful and I do not think it is the way Canadians have 
understood policies. 

Another example is in the area of bilingualism. 
Certainly governments before mine, and certainly my government, 
have made a particular effort to make sure that we would hire 
people from both language groups and from different regions 
of Canada. One of the businesses of cabinet, as a Minister 
was saying in the House a few days ago -- Mr. Goyer was explaining 
that when there are several contenders for a government contract 
or services, or for procurement, other things being equal we try 
and make sure that they are spread around Canada, not only 


concentrated in central Canada. 


So there are many, many policies. They are 
a matter for debate. One of them was debated in the House not 
too long ago. I do not think there is any need to have recourse 


to the courts or the constitution to settle these problems. 
RICHARD GWYN (Toronto Star): Mr. Prime Minister, I should like 


to ask two related questions on the affair of Marshall Crowe. 


In 1976 when something comparable happened -- two Deputy Ministers 
popped up as consultants to Lockheed Aircraft Corporation -- you 
said that that caused you some uneasiness; that was your 

phrase. Does the conduct of Mr. Crowe cause you any un- 


easiness? Would you, for instance, be happy to see most former 
members of the CRTC, CTC, NEB, et cetera, taking jobs with 
companies that deal with those agencies? 

Secondly, do you intend to review your guide- 
lines? 
A. Well, on the first question of uneasiness, 


yes. The kind of questions which were asked then are still 


. 


asked today, not only by yourselves but by government. 


What 


are the ethics of somebody who has inside knowledge of a 


government department, Or of government secrets, and then 


who switches sides? 


former Ministers, present Ministers, 


4 


we proposed these guidelines }.te) Caves 


former civil servants 


and present civil servants, and Members of Parliament. 


Legislation was Wass tabled this week as to what conflict oO 


= 
Ais 


interest guidelines should be put into the law there. So 


obviously these problems do cause Us ,Concemn. 


As I explained in 
particular, he was on a board which 
a court of record. 
body. 
that area, for reasons,I Suppose, 
it seems to me are rather obvious. 
government to be telling people who 
judges or members of quasi-judicial 
conduct themselves in a certain way 


after they have gone from there, is 


the case of Mr. -Crowe in 


is defined by the law as 


In other words, he PS. isn ba quasi-judicial 
As I told the House of Commons, we had not acted in 


I could explain but whieh 


Tt de ethaclcon eve 
are going to become 
bodies that they must 


while they are there, and 


not in keeping with our 


traditions of the executive telling the judicial Or Guasi- 
judicial bodies what to do. 


But I admit that im Ghe erea of quasi- 


judicial bodies in particular there 


Because some of them, although they 


$$ an ambiguity ther 


@ 


are Courts Oz Xe pire, 


also have administrative and quasi-policy maxing FunceLONS ~ 


That is why I have told the House that we are prepared to act 


in this area, and in a sense ae uals 


Opposition then would not blame us 


relieved to know that ene 


.@} 
) 
io 
HK 

4 
ra 
iv 
ra) 
wi 
t 


for sticking a EOry 


as they often put it, quasi-judicial bodies. oq thers 2S Cast 


unease and there is that particular 


In the case oF “nb. 


peculiar situation. 


Energy Board, he was prevented from discharging his fiance. On 


eoncern in Genera Ser mls s 


tl 
{ 
t 
t 
{ 


Groowe, He a Seay s very 


When he was at tne Headiae vee National 


uy 


WG Mes Lee = 


there because in his previous capacity as a civil servant he 
had served the government well in certain energy-related 
Mateo rsr. Then he got on the board and was told by the courts 
that he could not sit on certain cases. Now he is off “the 
board and public opinion would want him not to sit in private 
enterprise. So in one case he could not exercise his function 
as a quasi judge for the government, and now he is being told 
he™ cannot exercise his rights as a private citizen. It seems 
to me. Vives! av bie muchy to expect people of the competence of 
Mr. Crowe to go through life not being able to do anything 
because of something that they tried to do before and were 
prevented from doing by the conflict of interest guidelines. 

Mr. Crowe has written a letter stating that, 
in his view, although he was not covered by the guidelines 
technically, he has made every effort to make sure that he only 
took jobs which were not incompatible with conflict of interest 
guidelines. He indicated that he had taken some directorships 
and not others because in the ones he accepted he was not expected 
to act in a way which involved former knowledge that he had 
acquired in his former capacity. 

Now, I have not examined the case in detail. 
Once again, it technically does not come under the conflict 
of interest guidelines, but I am damned if I am going to let 
the government be blamed because people who work for us we do 
not keep strings on until the rest of their natural lives. I 
mean, people leave the government and they go into the Press 
Gallery. I suppose a man like Mr. Gwyn probably brings into 
his knowledge as a writer things that he acquired from inside 
the government. I do not know if anybody asks many questions 
about that, nor do I think they should be too bothered about 
that. On the contrary, why is it a lot of people leave the 
Press Gallery and come into the public service? Is there a 


Conflici Of Hinterest thene? 


I think unless a man is patently doing 
something dishonest and using knowledge which he should not, 
it is very hard for the government to go after him. Ne can 
issue guidelines. We can indicate what would be desirable 
conduct, befitting conduct. But beyond that I do not think 
we should be expected to have everyone who comes into the 
public service sign a piece of paper that for x number of 
years after he has left the public service he will be under 
the watchful eye of "big brother" and subject to legal 
prosecution and so on. If there are obvious uses of 
government knowledge, well there is the OLeverals secrets 
Act, which is so unpleasant to everyone, if he has used 
secret knowledge. But if he is just using his brains which 
existed before he came into the government and if he continues 
to use them after he has left the government, I think it is 
a matter for personal judgment, and those who do not exercise 
that personal judgment well will merit the reprobation of 
public opinion. 

MR. GWYN: A supplementary question. In terms of keeping 
strings on retired civil servants, we do, of course, under 


the Official Secrets Act, which applies to an individual for 


the rest of his) Wate. Suceont = 
A. Do you approve of that? 
MR. GWYN: I am just saying that is the law, sir. I believe 


in upholding the law. 

A. That is what I gave in my answer. 

MR. GWYN: I know, but I am just saying in terms of the im- 
possibility of keeping strings on retired civil servants, that 
is done now. I want to ask you about the points you raised 
about Mr. Crowe writing a letter saying that though he was not 
covered by the guidelines he has observed them. The guidelines 
provide that a former civil servant shall not enter into a 


relationship with a company with which -- in quotation marks -- 


"he had a special relationship while in government". In the 
CasSeVOLSillpetro, Of GCOunse, dt ds now applying to the NEB 

for an export licence for 66 billion cubic feet of natural 

gas. Do you not find yourself uneasy about that? 

A. Well, I do not know.: I would think if there 
is a conflict there, Mr. Crowe would refuse to sit on the board 
Or make whatever decisions or participate in any discussions 

Or application in regard to that particular case. But this 


company probably has a lot of other things to do, and probably Mr. 


Crowe*s great economic knowledge and administrative abilities 
can be useful. I mean, this is a practice which exists in 
corporations and in politics all the time. One is not 


prevented from sitting on a board, or in cabinet for that 
matter, but if cabinet is going to decide or discuss some 
particular matter of which a minister has, by accident in the 
past, acquired a privileged position, he will withdraw, or 
the director will withdraw from the board. Maybe that is 


what Mr. Crowe is doing in this particular case. 


JACQUES RIVARD (Radio-Canada) M. le Premier ministre, la 
Se Sar 4 
Cour d'appel fédérale vient de confirmer une ordonnance du 
minist@re du Transport qui interdit l'usage de frangais dans 
l'air au Canada. Pourtant depuis dix ans, vous parlez de 
bilinguisme et vous promulguez vos intentions dans vos 
propositiors constitutionnelles, visant 1'é6égalité des deux 
langues. Je me demande si cette décision de la Cour d'appel 
ne vient pas encore une fois, contredire les intentions du 
gouvernement vis-a-vis la politique des langues officielles? 
Re Eh bien non, vous n'avez qu'a lire 
la dow des Mangues offivetel les er "explication delicate oun 
Elle oblige le gouvernement 4 servir le public dans la 
langue officielle de son choix, dans un certain nombre de 
circonstances. Vous allez au bureau de poste dans un endroit 
ou il y a du fran¢ais, vous avez le droit d"“étre servi en 
frangais, que vous soyez a St-Boniface ou 4 Trois-Riviéres,. 
Et la méme chose, vous avez le droit d'6étre servi en anglais 
au bureau de poste au coin de la rue Peel et Ste-Catherine, 
parce qu'il y a beaucoup d'anglais 14. Et la loi dit que 

le gouvernement va aider les Canadiens, leur permettre d'exiger 
qu'ils soient servis par le gouvernement dans leur langue, 
lorsqu'ils font affaire avec le gouvernement. Mais toute cette 
question-1a4 n'a pas affaire au rapport du public avec le 
gouvernement. Cette question qui:6était devant les tribunaux, 
c'est de savoir si le gouvernement dans son administration 
interne, doit appliaquer le francais ou anglais-en tout et 


Partout., Et les tribunaux ont dit non. €& m™ est pasveelay ia 


a) 


loi des langues officielles. La loi des langues officielles 

est faite pour que le gouvernement puisse servir le public, 

pas pour qu'un fonctionnaire au bout d'un couloir dans un 
ministére qui disors, a des centaines de mille pages ou Volumes 
sur les réglements municipaux de tous les gouvernements 
Municipaux du Canada et qu'un type qui est au bout du Goulous 
dise, eh bien, moi, si je travaille pour tel ministé@re qui 
consid&ére toutes ces choses, je veux que toutes ces choses 
soient traduites en francais. C'est la méme chose pour les 
mécaniciens qui travaillent dans des volumes techniques 

gui ont rapport 4 des engins ou des moteurs fabriqués dans 

des pays anglophones et qui disent, si vous voulez que je 

change les pneus, il faut que vous traduisiez tous ces manuels-1i 
disant en grand détail comment toute la mécanique est construite. 
Enfin, je simplifie un peu, mais j'essaie de vous faire comprendre 
l'esprit de la loi et les tribunaux ont décidé et c'est une 
décision qui semble de bon sens, que le but du gouvernement 
Trudeau est de faire en sorte que le public-canadien puisse 

6tre servi dans les deux langues. A partir du moment ot des 
fonctionnaires veulent étre servis dans les deux langues et 
veulent pouvoir travailler partout et toujours dans les deux 
langues, c'est une autre question qu'on pourrait légiférer, 


Mais qui n'a pas 6té légiférée, c'est que les tribunaux, 
cela 


el 
€n gros, ont dit, cela ne nous décourage pas, au contraire, 

On a toujours dit, on a toujours pensé, avant, pendant et 

aprés les jugements des tribunaux, que notre réle comme 
gouvernement, c'était de servir le public dans les deux langues. 
Pour ce qui est du gouvernement lui-méme, afin qu'il puisse 
servir le public dans les deux langues, nous avons essayé de 

le bilinguiser le plus possible. C'est pourquoi nous avons 


dépensé des millions qu'on nous reproche d'ailleurs, en sorte 


que les fonctionnaires puissent se parler dans les deux langues, 


pour faire en sorte que les fonctionnaires francophones qui 
viennent travailler dans un ministére, dans un domaine quelconque, 
ne soit pas obligés de baraguouiner de l'anglais pour trayailler 
pour le gouvernement. Cela c'est notre politique et nous 
l'appliquons. Mais de nous dire que du jour au lendemain, 
pour que nous soyons logiques, il faudrait que nous obligions 
tout le monde de parler les deux langues et que nous obligions 
tous les documents dans toutes les officines du gouvernement 
d'étre imprimés dans les deux langues, non seulement on ne l'a 
pas demandé, mais ce ne serait pas possible. 
Jacques Rivard: Une question supplémentaire, M. le 
Premier ministre. Mais &@ ce moment-la, est-ce que vous 
reconnaissez une certaine légitimité aux pilotes 
francophones pour pouvoir travailler dans leur propre langue? 
Re Mais c'est clair, c'est le sujet-méme qui 
est devant la commission judiciaire cui est en train d'essayer 
d'établir que c'est possible pour un pilote d'atterrir a Mirabel 
ou 4 Québec, méme si les contréleurs parlent frangais aux 
pilotes. Et nous, on a toujours prétendu que c'est le bon sens-méme 
de permettre cela, puisque des pilotes anglophones atterrissent 
au Portugal et ils entendent du portuguais, cela ne les 
empéche pas d'atterrir parce qu'on parle aussi l'anglais. Et 
nous avons soutenu que c'était le cas pour le frangais aussi 
dans le Québec, mais, comme vous le savez, il y a eu une gréve et 
il y a eu beaucoup de protestations et je dois dire aussi, 
beaucoup d'incompréhension de la part d'un certain 

public anglophone et nous avons®OUmig.14 ENGoic seg abloybveyehobe, 
Et c'est 4 ce moment-1a qu'on a eu un peu de difficulté avec 


les gens de l'air qui ne voulaient pas témoigner 2 moins que, etc., 


d 
mais 14, cela semble avancer. Et j'attends le réglement des 


tribunaux. Si par hasard, les tribunaux!®guge Chouinard et 

les autres, disent, non c'est trop dangereux, eh bien, on n'est 
pas pour risquer la vie des gens en forgant les pilotes d'é6couter 
une langue gui leur est é6trangére, s'ils sont anglophones. 

Et je ne veux pas présumer du résultat de la cause. 

Mais c'est la-dessus que la décision se basera: savoir si on 

peut le faire sans risque, ou sans risque apparent, pour les 
passagers. Voyons la décision. Mais il va de méme 

dans toutes les autres fonctions. La of on peut permettre 


a quelqu'un de travailler dans sa langue, eh bien, c'est ce 


qu'on essaie de faire. On a eu des sections bilingues dans 
on, comme vous dites, 
le gouvernement, dépense des millions de dollars 


pour permettre aux fonctionnaires de se bilinguiser, etc. 
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MISS EVE SAVORY: (CBC TV-News) : Mr. 


City of Ottawa has threatened to cut off wate 
all federal buildings, including the 
Lt does not get $30 million in taxes 
intend to do anything about this? 

Didone know sf tars 


ne Well, 


question. I don't know what recent 


subjected to. 


Grants in Usen ef taxes niall tthe vertves and 


it has public buildings, and certainly Ottawa 


slice of grants in lieu of taxes, the princip 
one government cannot tax the other. 
Government 
the equivalent in grants. 
Halifax, Vancouver, 

Now, 
needs money and says "Your grant 
should give us more”. 


nals yelahehes 


Prime Minister, 


Parliament Buildings, 


by September. 


or the City of Ottawa does not tax us, 


We do this in Montreal, 


This might be the latest 


I know I have had meetings with Mayor 


the 
r supplies to 
aha 


«i 
Do you 


is a serious 


threat we are being 


I do know that the Federal Government pays 


towns where 
gets a very hefty 


le being that 


So the Ontario 


but we give 


TO Oe Oly 


Winnipeg and everywhere else. 
it often happens that one city council 


should be higher and you 


ETS teeut: 


Greenberg 


and correspondence. I know he is always asking for more money, 
which every government is, and we are always told governments, 
including our own, should not ask for more or spend more, and 
naturally we tell them "We think you have got a fair deal. We 
will improve it as much es we can and we will have more 
negotiations", 

I know that there have been increases in 
the grants, and probably now he is asking for more I would 
be very surprised if he is going to cut water off from us 


i mean, where would he go swimming? 


ALAIN GERBIER (Agence France Presse) M. le Premier ministre, 

une question concernant l'affaire Maschino: @'une part, avez-vous 

pris la décision d'intervenir personnellement sans intermédiaire, 

pour trouver, avant votre départ pour l'ouest, une solution 4 cetterrai 4 
19 

D'autre part, le gouvernement Algérien persiste 4 déclarer que 

l'enlévement de 
Dalila Maschino est une affaire privée, 


Du cOté canadien, considérez-vous que la violation de la 


souveraireté du pays constitue également une affaire privée. 


Re, Eh) bien; pour ce qui est d'intervention, 
je suis intervenu dans le dossier, il y a déj@ plusieur jours, 
pas mal longtemps, au moment ot, au minist@re des Affaires 
extérieures, on faisait des représentations au gouvernement 
algérien sur le plan privé, en disant, essayez donc de nous 
expliguer un peu cette chose, essayez donc de collaborer, 


miesemblerqu'ally a eu enlévement, etc., mais on ne pouvait 


pas faire de représentations officielles tant que le 
gouvernement de la province de Québec, de qui reléve 


l'administration de la justice, n'avait pas constaté gu'id 


(eliGneelabie 


y avait eu un crime. A nos yeux, assez simple: il y avait 


eu un enlévement en territoire canadien et certainement que 
pour les gens qui ne connaissent pas le détail de l'affaire, 

il semblait bien qu'il y avait eu une infraction au code 
criminel. Mais, comme vous le savez, c'est aux provinces 

de décider si oui ou non, il y a eu infraction, et si oui ou 
non, elles ont les éléments de preuve. Alors cette décision 

a 6te faite, entin, si. jie peux dire) pan Ve igeuvernement 

du Québec avant-hier. Ils nous ont informés de cela avant 

hier au soir, que oui, ils avaient maintenant les éléments 

de preuve et qu'ils voulaient porter plainte. Bon, tant mieux. 
Alors, a partir de ce moment, dés qu'on avait cette 

affirmation du ministére de la Justice québecois, on a 

demandé 4 notre ambassadeur de protester officiellement auprés 
des autorités algériennes et de dire que quelqu'un avait commis 
un enlévement chez nous et que nous demandions réparation et 
justice. C'est ordre a 6té donné au Ministére, dés que M. 
Bédard du Québec ait pris une position sur l'enlévement. Dans 
ce sens-la, je suis intervenu pour discuter de l'affaire avec 
mes fonctionnaires et mes ministres. On verra la réponse du 
gouvernement algérien. J'espére qu'elle sera dans le sens de 
la bonne entente qui existe entre nos pays et qu'on voudrait 
voir continuer. Mais il est clair - enfin, cela reste & prouver 
devant les tribunaux- mais il est clair cue le ministre de 

Ha Justice quebecois trouve qu'il y a eu um crime, et que 

ce crime demande réparation. Alors; c'est dans ce sens-la 


qu'on fait les protestations aupr@és du gouvernement algérien. 


@r Peut-on considérer comme normal que 
l'ambassade canadienne 4 Algers ait émis le 15 mars 1978 un 
visa de tourisme 4 Dalila Maschino, alors qu'a la méme épeque, 
elle @était au Canada, résidente depuis deux ans et demi avec 
un visa d'immigrante recue. 

Ri Je ne suis pas au courant de cela. 
Pourquoi est-ce qu'ils auraient 6mis un visa de tourisme 4 


une personne qui @était déja ici? 


@r C'est la question que je me pose. 
Ie Bon, vous m'apprenez quelque chose, 
On va se renseigner. S'il l'a fait c'est soit qu"on l'a 


mal renseigné ou peut-é6tre pour aider 4 la personne elle- 
méme, qui avait peut-@6tre besoin de régulariser son statut. 
Mais il me semble que cela n'a pas grand' chose 4 voir 4 
l'enlévement qui a eu lieu. Enfin, on nous cite des 
habitudes familiales de la société algérienne. Je trouve 
que cela n'a rien €@ voir. Si un crime a été commis au 
Canada, il ne peut pas 6tre justifié en fonction d'habitudes 
qui existent ailleurg@"s dSmaine familial Liey aveurun 


enlévement chez nous et on est décidé 4 protéger les citoyennes 


citoyens canadiens contre des crimes comme cela, 


Gue 


MR. PATRICK NAGLE (Vancouver Sun): Sic, Chis ‘monnung 
Statistics Canada reported a further decline in our foreign 
trade balances. Is there anything you know about it or 

are there any policies forthcoming which would LTS: a Se 
serious trade problem before the end of the year? 

Ay Well, I don't know what further bad news 

you are inventing now, but trade balances have been increasing 
very substantially. Maybe there was one week or one month 
where there was a flaw, I don't ou but I do know that 
trade which was in a $500 million deficit last year went 

to something like a $3 billion surplus this year and the 
surplus is getting bigger all the time and our trade is 
improving. So if you have got a little bit of bad news in 
some column in a third-hand corner covering one day last week, 
done lets it womry sour 

MR. NAGLE: No, sir; it is exports of manufactured goods 
from Canada, Sir. 

We Oh, well that is something else. Why don't 
you ask your questions right? 

PAUL TAYLOR (Newsradio): Mr. Prime Minister, even acknowledging 
the dit treulkty you encounter when writing things like 

thes duly Vstrmessagesto Canadians, T. am, curious, a5, outs Ene 

tone of this year's message. I am SidesMas why you have 
chosen to direct your attention in this message to what would 
be the negatives of the national unity issue rather than taking 
advantage of what appears to be a clear indication in the polls 
of a swing in public opinion in the Province of Quebec alone, 


and highlight the positive in this year's message? 


A. Well, you have got me there. I have written 
some messages for the St. Jean Baptiste, I have written some 
for Canada Day, I have done some for TY, an@ I have done some 


for the radio, I have done some writing for various publications 


who wanted a message from the Prime Minister on the occasion of 


one of these holidays. I don't know what particular one you 


are referring oO. 


MR. TAYLOR: The July lst message to Canadians. 
df 
A. I know, but let us get a list of them. 
MR. TAYLOR: Well, are you feeling pessimistic or optimistic 


about the national situation, because this is a very pessimistic 
statement? 

A. Well, show it to me. I cannot believe it 
would be pessimistic. 

MR. JACK BEST (Canada World News): In connection with the 
new fighter plane, Prime Minister, the other day in the House 
of Commons you said that you wanted to get the best plane 

for the least money. Since these two ideas are very likely 
to be mutually exclusive in the final analysis, I would like 
to ask where you would be inclined to put the emphasis -- on 
getting a highly sophisticated plane that can perform a lot 

of roles, or a cheaper plane that may not be so sophisticated? 
A. Well, I guess we would like to get the best 
plane for the least money, but one item is fixed: it is the 
money we have, and there aint endless supplies of that. We 
have put a very sizeable sum aside to get the best plane 
POSStD Ley me meh mci t sits so 2) ao amu delalontl ou something like 

thaw, le You verigot the figure. Thats alot oredough, 
but we want the best plane we can get for that. So, you know, 
we will have to take the best plane in the most appropriate 
numbers to supply our needs, but if we can only pay for the 
second best we will get the second best. 

Q. Could you say whether political 
considerations would enter into this question at all? It has 
been suggested that because of the contractual link and your 
Own personal interest in fostering that contractual link, the 
European candidate -- that is, the panavia plane -- might 


be given a better chance. Do you attach any weight to that 


nigstehuoha che EBlil gs 

BY Not a better chance in the end result. ae 
think we would take the best plane for the money we have, 
whether it is European or American. I guess that will be 
the: lame of oun chomuce. But in the tendering, in the 
selection and in the asking process, government, and myself 
in particular, did make sure that the Europeans would be 
asked to bid and to make a submission, and in this sense 

the Panavia people made a submission on the "Tornado" 

and I have asked that it be considered equally with all the 
others. There should be no preference for an American 
over a European or for a European over an American plane. 

I even asked to make sure we asked Dassault, the French 
producers, if they could make a submission for the "Mirage 
ZO 008% So in that sense I do want to make sure that the 
Europeans are given a fair chance to enter the competition. 
But certainly there would be no preference on the basis of 
European or American. We try and get the best plane in 

he greatest numbers for the money that we have. 

JOHN WARREN (CBC TV News): Do you agree with the charge 
made yesterday by the Minister of Urban Affairs that some 
questions in the House, specifically those Elmer MacKay was 
asking about the Campeau projects in Hull, are inspired more 
by an attempt to embarrass French Canadians than by a legitimate 
attempt to seek information? 

A. I didn't hear Mr. Ouellet make that charge. 
If he made it, you ask him on what it is based. I do know 
that on our side every time MacKay asks a question we say: 
‘Here ss the hitand sun guy". “And we do know that as the 
way he operates. He asks guesn tens which evoke some great 
scandal and we do not know about it, and by the time we have 
found the information which explains there is no scandal at 


all he is on to some other thing. That is why we call him the 


Migatie, Ehayel Teibiel ebay? 

TERRY WILLS (Toronto Star): A question concerning the 
prospects of Ford Motors putting an engine plant in Windsor. 
We understand Ontario is willing to make some contribution 
towards the $75 million subsidy that Ford wants. Can we 
see some joint action by your government and Ontario for 
this subsidy to come forth? 

A. Hopefully. You know, we discussed this 
in the course of the winter. Our Minister of Trade and 
the Minister responsible for DREE have been trying to get 
action from some of the big three to establish plants in 
Canada. We talked again about it at the First Ministers’ 
Conference in February, and there is something in the 
communique that we will try and act jointly in this area. 

But in the particular case of Ford, we 
found out that to get them to come here we would have to put 
on the table something like $30 million, which was calculated 
to be the amount of benefits in terms of taxes and so on that 
they would get by going some place in the United States. So 
the Federal Government said: "We want Ford, we want the jobs, 
we want them to come here, and we will put $30 million on the table". 
Then Mr. Horner went to Ontario and said:"Look, this is for 
Ontearlvon wlll you plc upwas Dit tot ths 2! It took weeks 
and even months before Ontario would even agree to do something 
to get Ford to come to Ontario. We had put our $30 million on the 
table, as I say, months ago, and Ontario said: "Well, you pick 
up the tab", and so on. 

Now finally, in the last mile, they have decided, 
they finally came round and said:"We may pay something of the 
$30 million, say a quarter of it or something like that”. 

Now it appears the amount is not enough, that 
$30 million is not enough. Ford is talking in terms’ of ‘$75 


million. So we sad that ae a drtterent kKetthe of fishy "We 


knew what the $30 million was based on but we don't know what 
the $75 million is based on, and certainly we are not going 

to give money sight unseen to big corporations to come and 

do in Canada something that they probably should be doing 
anyhow in terms of fair treatment of the auto industry and 

the number of consumers we have here. So Ontario has finally 
come around to say: "Yes, we are going to put some money on 
the table too", but they insist that we put 75 percent of 

the $75 million and they would only put 25 percent. So we 
said: "What is the basis for this? Aren't you interested in 
the industrial development of Ontario? It seems to me you 
should be. You should want jobs. They are for Windsor. Why 
do you come with this magic number?" 

Then just a couple of days ago they said 
they would go to maybe one-third/two-thirds. But what is the 
Magic of this too? So I have asked our officials, and they 
are meeting, I believe, this afternoon in Toronto, to go down 
to Toronto once again and say: "Look, let us try and get the 
jobs here and make sure that both governments pay their fair 
share. We were prepared to pay the whole thing when it was 


$30 million and we put it on the table at that time. You didn't 


want to do anything to bring Ford here. Now we have to put 
more, let us see what you can put and we can put". nBeethe: GES 
what the discussion is on. But I don't accept any one-quarter/ 


three-quarter formula, as though Ontario is only one-quarter 
interested in getting the Ford Motor Company here. Ontario 
should be just as interested as the Federal Government. The 
provinces are always telling us to keep out of provincial 
affairs, that we should not be intervening in anything, that 
we are always stretching the Kops puMes (Or nee Patio) nelaleleeic 
area. Industrial development should be the concern of the 


Ontario Government. AS SOong as SENUngSy Degim oO. belay oa 


costly, it is the Federal Government that has to click “Ups the 


ay 

You know we are always told not to meddle 
in areas of provincial jurisdiction, but the example we had 
earlier about Ontario and Quebec labour mobility: as soon 
as they cannot solve their own problems they say: "You 
come to us and try and solve it for us. You go to the courts". 
Why doesn't Mr. Davis go to the courts? He just has to draft 
a law which would be like Quebec's and put it to the Appeal 
CoOUrE Or SOrtarie., That is what Premier Schreyer of Manitoba 
did some years ago in another case. So I don't mind helping, 
but I don't like to be blamed for not helping every time ‘the 
provinces try to solve the thing, telling us to keep out and 
suddenly they cannot make it. 
TERRY WILLS: Just a quick supplementary. Did Ford 
bump the ante from $30 to $75 billion? 
As NOV ek dom thank Ford dad that. We were 
given ways of calculating what gain they would get by settling 


somewhere in the United States in terms of tax concessions, 


right-offs and so on, and we said: "Well, we'll give you 
the same deal in Canada". We figured it would be about $30 
million, and we said: "We will give you $30 million. We will 


try and get Ontario to pay part of that, but we don't know. 
WKGtiemuthe ys dome not werwilinl qive ink to you, so you'll get 
the same deal here as if you go somewhere in the United States". 
That was the first thing. 

Then they said: "Oh yes, but beyond taxes 
and write-offs there will be some other costs, and that 15 tne 
additional cost of building a green field plant here as opposed 
tO Stretching the ome we have in Ohio", and that 2s going £a 
cost, according to the figures we were given, another $45 
Million plus the $30 million. So we said: "Whoa back; we 
want to see a little bit more about this". You know. we are 


not orenared to get into the bidding ~am= at *ny “ost. WwW 


wonld like to have them here. We would like to have General 
Motors here, we would pee to have Crysler here, because 

we are buying their cars and we have a pretty pe hat 
slice of the market. We hope that they will see their way 
fit to come, and if they are out of pocket by coming here 
compared to elsewhere, well, as I say, that is what the 

$30 million was meant to take up. I don't suppose that this 
is the place to negotiate with Ford, but it is certainly the 
place to set the record straight La Oneal and Ottawa 
relations. We are the guys who put the $30 million on the 
table and have been trying to get Ford here for many months, 


at a time when the Ontario Government was dragging its feet 


full stop. 


TRANSCRIPT OF THE PRIME MINISTER'S INTERVIEW 
WITH TOM CHERINGTON (CHCH-TV HAMILTON), BROADCAST AUGUST 16, 1978, 7:30 p.m. 


Qe Mr. Trudeau, good evening. You said no elections at this time. 


What does really mean "this time"? 


A.: Well, it's very simple, Tom. I didn't want election speculations 


to begin just because I was going on television. 
Qi? Right. 


AV. Just as I don't want it to begin tonight just because I came 
into this room. I was asked just as I came into this room: Are you going 
to announce an election? The same thing when I came back from Europe, the 
office was being phoned and we were being asked: Are you going to call an election? 
Are you going to see the Queen in Edmonton, are you going to ask for 
dissolution? And we've been through the speculations last Spring, we've 
been through the speculations last Fall, and I just want people to know that 
the Summer would not be a time for them to vote and it was turning it off. 
Whether we have an election in the Fall or next Spring, it's something I 
haven't turn my mind to. I just want to make it clear that they shouldn't 
bother asking me every day or phoning the office every day to know if I was 


going to call an election. 


es So, as it stands at the moment, Prime Minister, the October 


by-elections are still going ahead? 
Nee They're still going ahead. 


Q.: Right. Now the Opposition is clamouring with all the news that 
has come out in the last couple of days, if not for an election then a recal] 


of Parliament. How do you feel about that? 


Are Well, Parliament, of course, has been recalled. It has been 
recalled for the middle October. I haven't heard any argument why they wanted 


the Parliament recalled right away, except that they want to be, I suppose, 


have their daily television period in Parliament. It's normal, in summer 
time we adjourn Parliament. People are away, Members are looking after 

their riding, re-establishing contact with the various parts of the coutrv 
that they come from and we don't plan to change that. We will follow our 
schedule and if there is no election, we will have Parliament meet as planned. 
And nobody objected to it when we adjourned last June to a date in October 
and that we will continue to follow that plan. It's important that the 

people understand that things are done and can be done when Parliament is 

not there. There is a great deal of Executive action that can be done 

in the area of cutting expenditures for instance. There is a lot of programs 
which can be changed or modified without Parliament being there. And of course 
when legislation is needed, then it has to be planned for Parliament and 

what we are doing now as we do every year is prepared the Speech from the 
Throne which will be read to Parliament and which will entail certain 
amendments to present legislation or introduction of new legislation and 


then Parliament of course will be called upon. 


eve Well, with the publishing of the figures of the cost of living,inflation 
so another point and a half -- I think it was just announced yesterday -- 

Mr. Broadbent and Mr. Clark were saying: Look, what's happening, what's 

going on? You feel that it can be best left alone, if you just keep working 

with the Executive action and then Parliament is just left to be re-called as 


scheduled. In other words, there is no sense of panic or emergency? 


Aes Well, I think with figures of inflation this high, there is 

a sense of emergency. I wouldn't say panic, but there is a sense of... 

It's important that we make sure we don't get back to double-digit inflation. 
But I'J1 make two remarks: the first is that Mr..Renouf, the head of the 
Anti-inflation Board, has issued a statement telling people wrecisely not 

to panic because there had been a rise in the cost of living for July, 

which was distressingly high -- 9 point something per cent -- but practically 
all of it was due to food and the other percentage was due to housing. 

But most of it, 80 per cent was due to the increase in the cost of food. 

And his statement made it quite clear that the peak had been passed and 

that the figures on beef, on imported fruits and vegetables and so on had 
fallen right after the first week in July when Statistics Canada took 


the cost of living figures. So he is saying: Look, the next figures will 


be lower, and so on. And that's the first remark. The second is: what 
Mr. Broadbent, Mr. Clark want Parliament back for to do on inflation? They 
haven't said that they want Parliament to legislate controls in again. 

So what? They just want to speak about it. We prefer to act. And I 
announced on August Ist that we were going to announce certain measures 


to protect people against inflation. 


(Ohi How do you feel the A.I.B. has performed, Mr. Trudeau, 
because the inflation rate is just about one per cent lower as announced 
yesterday than the figure that sort of moved you into action to incept the 


A.1.B. for three years? 


A.: Well, it's important to remember that when we brought in 

controls in October of '75, it was because inflation was domestically generated. 
You'll recall in an era when we had rents going up 20, 30 per cent a year. We 

were having wages going up 20, 30 sometimes demands as much as 50 per cent 

a year. These were all domestic causes of inflation. And I think the 

figures now, wage settlements for instance are down between 5 and 7 per cent. 

Rents... the rate of rent increase has fallen. Profits were down for a 

couple of years. It does mean that for those periods when A.I.B. was 

operating, the Anti-inflation Board was most active. It meant that we've 

brought down our inflationary pressures in Canada. But the figures you're 

just quoting now, I say 80 per cent of them are due to food and that is 

because we've been importing a great amount of our food and we can't control 

the prices set in the United States, or in Israel or in Mexico for strawberries, 

tomatoes, whatever we're importing. Therefore, you shouldn't fault the 

Anti-inflation Board for high prices on the world market when we import 

these things into Canada. What we should be concerned is to make sure that 

our inflationary pressures in Canada whether they be through profits, rents, 

wages, Salaries and so on aren't rising at an unacceptable rate. And as I 


say, they are not, they're around six per cent. 


Q.: At the Bonn summit, you pledged or said will try to get growth 
in this country at 5 per cent. Wnat sort of muscles you're going to use to get 


there? Or can you? 


A.: You'll recall when the First Ministers, all the Premiers and 


myself met last February, we took a certain number of steps, 


aides 


and made a certain number of collective decisions which were then brought 
forward in Mr. Chretien's budget a few months later, indicating that we were 
trying to reach -- I think the Bonn summit words were -- up to 5 per cent 
real growth. This is still our aim and we're still hopeful that we will get 
within reach of 5 per cent. If not 5 per cent, we will be surging towards 

5 per cent. This means a certain number of investment decisions. This means 
controlling the rate of government expenditures -- all governments, federal, 
provincial and municipal. You'll recall that the Premiers and myself agreed 
that we should not have governments grow at a rate faster than the rate of 
the economy itself. The Federal Government has delivered on that. For the 
past two years, we've shown a rate of growth less than the rate of growth of 
the economy and I can assure you that Cabinet today is discussing very 
serious expenditure cuts which will make sure that we,next. year,don't 

grow at a rate faster than the Canadian economy. This will mean curtailing 
sizeable amounts of expenditures. Mr. Andras and I have been talking in 
the billions of dollars. And this way, we will encourage economic growth 

in the private sector which we did in '77 by cutting private personal income 
tax by about $2 billion, $2.1 billion to be exact, and corporate 

tax was cut some $980 million. So this is all putting money back in the 
private sector so that they can invest and grow. This year, of course, you'll 
recall that we cut, the Federal Government put $750 million in cutting sales 
taxes and the Provinces in putting sizeable amounts too. So there is stimulus, 
there is a return to the private sector. We are talking of cash balances 
required of something in the order of $10 to $12 billion. This means that 

the economy is indeed being stimulated. We're confident that what is needed 
is investment confidence, pushing forward withprivate sector investment. 

We've already had the announcement on the Ford investment in Southern 
Ontario. This is an example of the kind of project we talked about 

last February at the First Ministers' Conference. You know that since 
January, Ford has been talking about building a $500 million plant. The 
Federal Government in February began discussien with Ford, saying that we will 
give you $30 million on our own if you'll come. We tried to get Ontario to 
participate. At the time, they didn't want but over the months, we established 
with Ford that they would need something like $68 million to make it advantageous 
for them to come to Canada, because that is the amount it cost them to come 


to Canada over expanding their present plant in Ohio. We put this money on 


the table and they are coming. This is growth. There are many other projects 
that we've talked about in the Spring that will be pushed forward just as the 


auto plant was. 


Qu Once again, Ford. They're big people. Do they 
really need $68 million? Is it that hard to attract industry to Canada? 


A.: Well, when Ford has a plant now in Ohio which they can expand 
for amounts say of half a billion dollars to produce the same thing that 
they'd be able to produce in Canada by creating a completely new plant and 
which would cost half a billion plus $68 million more, it does make sense for 
Canada to say: Well, we will with the Province overcome this differential 
~ so that youdo come to Canada.It wouldn't make sense to give any amount, it 

wouldn't make sense to say the sky is the limit, but when Ford is going to invest 
something of over half a billion dollars when the tax returns alone, through 
the corporate tax and through the wages, more than 2,000 new jobs it's going 
to create, when this means that within a couple of years we will have recuperated 
the money, I think it's a good gamble. It does make sense. And of course 
Ford is not alone. There is also General Motors. It's good that Ford came 
to Ontario, the Windsor area, because people are always inclined to say: 
Well, you know the Government is doing things for Quebec first. In this 
particular case, Quebec is saying: Why is Ford going to Ontario? We're 
hoping General Motors will come to Quebec.Well, we're working at that too. 
But it's important that we not lose a single occasion to get a part of this 
they say as much as $50 billion of investment that the automobile industry 
is going to be putting in its plants overthe next five to ten years. 
It's important that Canada get its share. It's important we be able to 
bid against Ohio or New Jersey or whoever else is asking for these plants, 


these developments. 


Os How are you going to create jobs for some of these choosy young 


people you mentioned on Ist of August? 


A.: Well, the choosy young people, if they're too choosy they won't 
get jobs, they won't get the jobs they're hoping to choose for. But you know 

I said some are too choosy. There is a lot of people who are unemployed through 
no fault of their own and this is why the Unemployment Insurance scheme is 


generous to those who are looking for jobs, honestly looking for jobs. 


But those who turn down jobs or just work for 12 weeks and then go on 
Unemployment Insurance, I think they should be routed out. And this is 
an area where Cabinet again today is looking at specific action to make 
sure that over and beyond the measures we took in the last session of 
Parliament to tighten up the Unemployment Insurance Act, we want to make 


sure that there is further tightening up that can be brought in. 


Qe You promised zero growth, in fact a reduction in the Civil 


Service. But hasn't this Prime Minister, been promised over and over again... 


A.: Promised and delivered. For the past two years, we've been 

saying there'll be growth at less than one per cent. There has been growth 

at less than one per cent. This coming year we said there would not only be less 
than one per cent, it will be zero. And we delivered in the past two years 

so. we will deliver next year. Don't forget that when we say growth at 

less than one per cent or growth at zero, this means that some departments 

are growing less than zero. In other words, they are reducing their size. Most departm: 
have been reducing their size in the past couple of years. Because some 
departments like the Post Office, like the Penitentiary Services, like the 

Police, the R.C.M.P., have been growing to serve the public, so if these 
departments grow at as much as one, or two or three or four per cent, it means 
eC arher have to grow at zero or minus zero. And this is happening. 

Ol You've talked about bold action to ensure prosperity and national 


unity which in your view arefirmly linked. How do you see that link? 


A.: Oh, rather simply. There is nothing more mobile than the investor's 
dollar. He will go where his investment is (a) secured and (b) when it can 
give him a sufficient return. You can get a very high return in very uncertain 
countries but dollars don't go there because they want securities. Well, if 
Canada threatened with break-up as it has been since at least the election 

of the Parti québécois in November '76, investors are a little bit wearv 

about investing in a country with such an uncertain future. In other words, 

if a manufacturer wants to build a plant, he wants to know if he is going 

to be able to build it for a market of 22 million Canadians or if he's going 
to build it ante for a market of some six million Quebeckers and conversely 

if he is building it in Ontario or elsewhere, he wants to know if it's for a 


market of 22 million or 22 million minus six or seven, minus more if the whole 


country splits as a result of Quebec... 


Ola Can we get on to the unity problem, Prime Minister? What bold 
action are taking there? Are you referring to your amendments to the 


Constitution? 


A.: Well, it's extremely important that as an alternative to 
separation which Premier Levesque is proposing although he disguises it 

under other names: confederation, sovereignty-association, and so on, 

he is really saying: We're going to take Quebec out of Confederation and 
we'll see if we can have some common market after. It's important that 
Quebeckers have an alternative, that they say: Okay, one choice is taking 
Quebec out and the other is what?If it's just Canada as it was for the past 
100 years or a thesis that it is not an attractive alternative for Quebeckers. 
They want a new Confederation. They want a Confederation in which their 
language rights will be respected, in which their place in the country will 
be recognized. You know we don't have to go through 110 years of history 

to realize that in Ontario, in Manitoba, in New Brunswick, in other provinces, 
the rights of the French-speaking minorities have not been recognized. So 
we're proposing an alternative form of Confederation where these rights will 
be recognized, indeed where all human rights of all Canadians everywhere 

in terms of basic liberties, freedom of speech, freedom of something, etc. etc. 
will be incorporated into the Constitution. We're even saying: And this 
Constitution will be truly Canadian and not an Act of the British Parliament. 
Therefore, we're giving Quebeckers and hopefully a lot of Canadians who are 
interested in the modernization of the country, we're giving them an alternative 
to the status quo. And this is our whole approach. We saying to Quebeckers: 
Look, you don't have to choose to separate in order to guarantee the French 
language and culture. This can be done in a new Constitution. This can be 
done at the federal level and this can be done by certain provinces if they 
agree, and this is what we're working at. And it's very important that 
people, English-speaking Canadians particularly, realize that there are a 

lot of Canadians of Quebec federalists, Quebeckers who believe in Canada 

but who will believe in a Canada that is once again recognizing their basic 
rights. And I'm very sad to see that the game played by the Premiers in 
Regina is one of saying: Well, we don't like these changes. We'd like some 


others but don't hurry, don't give us any deadline. There are deadlines. 


There is going to be the Quebec Referendum. People of Quebec will then have 
to choose either Canada and a modern Canada or else separation. As the 
Premiers play Levesque's game, they fall into his trap of slowing everything 
down, Quebeckers are not going to be able to choose between a separate 
Quebec and a new Canada. They're going to choose between a separate Quebec 
and the Canada that has been there for 110 years and which does not satisfy 


most of them. 


(Oat How do you feel about some of the criticisms by constitutional 
experts like Liberal Senator Eugene Forsey, tinkering with the Monarchy, 


things like this? 


A.s Well, I'm afraid a lot of it is based on a misunderstanding and 
misreading of the facts. For instance, one of the criticisms is that under 
our new Constitution the Prime Minister can name himself Governor-General 

and therefore bring the two jobs together. Well, that's pretty silly because 
if you want to say that, under the present Constitution, under the B.N.A. Act, 
the Prime Minister can name himself Governor-General. There is nothing 
preventing that. The only stopple in both cases is that the Queen has to 
approve whoever her representative in Canada is. She has to do that now 

and she'll have to do that in the new Constitution that we're proposing. 

The difference is that in our new Constitution, it's put out in writing and 
it's you know, it's locked in there and obviously the Queen is not going to 
Say you're the Prime Minister, I'm going to accept you as Governor-General. She 


wouldn't have done that now and she wouldn't do that under the new Constitution. 
Oise So there's going to be no change then? 


Awe There's going to be no change in that respect, no. We're really 
putting into the law what is the current practice now, the current practice 
and the current law. And quite frankly, I think it's a bit ridiculous to see 
everybody charging to defend the Monarchy when the Monarchy is not being 


attacked. Even, you know... 
Ola: René Levesque did too in Regina. 


Nok It seems to me people should be a bit more conscious of their 
ridiculousness. When Levesque says: The Queen will defend us from the 


central government. I mean it's the first time he has ever said that he is 


a monarchist. And I note that this hasn't been repeated in Quebec or even 


carried in the Quebec papers. 
Oits But they must have heard about it, Prime Minister. 


Ae I guess they're so embarrassed even to repeat that that they 
don't write it. I was reading this morning the clippings and I see that 
in the English papers, Levesque saying: Well, we must defend our Monarchy. 
But none of the Quebec papers have carried that and I think I read half a 


dozen of them. 
lag Never mentioned, hein? 


[VaR I mean the Premiers know that too, it's just a game and I'm 
sorry that they're playing that game, rushing out to defend the Queen who is 
not being attacked. If they read the constitutional proposals we put in there, 


they would see exactly what I'm telling you. 


Qs You pledge, Prime Minister, that the rule of your Government 
will be to deliver more for less, but recent figures pointed out by Tory 
Leader Clark show that for the first three months the deficit is $4.5 billion. 
Mr. Chretieri forecast $9.5 billion for the whole fiscal year, $9.5 billion, 


and at this rate of calculating the deficit could end up about $18 billion... 
A.: I don't know what you're quoting from... 


Q.: This is from the Department of Finance. These figures apparently 
came out last Friday that the deficit is a good deal greater for the first 


quarter than had been forecast. 


A.: Are they talking about cash requirements for the year? If they 
are, it will be just about as Mr. Chretien predicted in his spring budget. If they're 


talking of the budgetary deficit, of course, it... 
Oe For the first three months, yes. 


A.: Well, it's like calculating employment growth in one month and 
then expanding it to the whole year which doesn't make sense. Employment 
between last month and the month before grew 68,000 in Canada. If you 


multiply that by 12, you're going to have a fantastic figure of 700... 


= 10 


Qa: Well, this is assuming if the rate goes on, the rate of 


government expenditures. 


Aus Well, I know the government expenditures are always higher 
in the first period than in the latter. You have to put it on a yearly basis. 
I don't think you can just extrapolate figures of one period and say this 


can be... 


Qa No, I think the thrust was that the expenditures are high. 

Are they going to keep on being high? Mr. Trudeau, you're a patient man: 
you're finally fed up with the goings-on in the Post Office. Many Canadians 
I know are being fed up with the Post Office for years. How about making 


jt a Crown corporation? How is it going to change things? 


AS: It will only change things in the sense that it will give 
management and labour a new start, and hopefully new management independent 
from direct control by the Government. It is now under a department. They 
will now be able to reach a better understanding than they have in the past. 
Then, it's not proposed as a magic solution, it's just one that worked shall 

we say in Great Britain. They were very much in the red until they decided 
less than 10 years ago to turn the Post Office into a Crown corporation. It 
has become a paying proposition. And we're hopeful that management and unions, 
the workers and the management will say: Okay, this is a fresh start, let's 
realize that the Post Office is a needed and necessary service for Canada; 
Jet's try and work fairly at this. And it may mean some renaging of 

previous hard-line positions by both sides, a readaptation. The encouraging 
thing is that the unions have been wanting this, the workers have been wanting 
this. Now the Government is saying okay we're going to go along with it. 
gees down and talk and make it work. Ig snada can't make the Post Office 
work, the workers and the management of first the Department and now a 

Crown corporation can't make the Post Office work, they should have very low 
hopes for the future of Canada. You know every country needs a postal service and it 
would seem to me it's basic for Canadians to have faith in their country 


as workers or managers to say this has to be a success and we're determined 


to make it a success. 


Qi You warned the Public Service that the Government is going 


to be very tough in its bargaining. 


She 


Ast Well, if here again you recall that the Premiers and myself 

last February made it quite clear that our public services, in other words 

not only the federal one, but the provincial and the municipal ones would 
grow, their remunerations, their pays would not exceed the private sector. 

This wasan absolute promise by all levels of government. We have said that 

we will deliver. We introduced legislation, I believe C-28, saving that we would 
put this into the law to make sure that remuneration, pay in the public 
service not be ahead of the private sector. We're not saying it should follow, 
we should say it should be in a fair comparison with the private sector. 

This has been our claim to the unions. They said: Okay, if that's what 

you want to say at the bargaining table, it's fair enough. The quarrel has 

not that they want to be paid more than the private sector, the quarrel has 
been how to ee fair comparisons. At the federal level, it's reasonably 
easy because we have economists, there'reeconomists in the private sector. 

We have elevator operators, there're elevator operators in the private sector. 
It should be reasonably easy to have comparative wages. In the case of the 
provinces, it's more difficult. They have teachers, they have nurses, 

hospital staff and very often in these jobs there is no private sector with 


which to compare. 


Que Prime Minister, observers at the recent Commonwealth Games in 
Edmonton, noted a freshening of the Canadian spirit. You were there. Did 


you notice anything different? 


A.: Well, I think it's fair to say I did. Just the results themselves 
of the games show that Mrs. Campagnola, the Federal Sports Minister, has 
put in plan for the past few years is working. We have a game plan which 

is putting the accent on amateur sport, on fitness and on the providing of 
coaches and facilities for sportmen. Canadians obviously have the physical 
abilities that people in other countries have. It was a matter of teaching 
them the techniques the particular mechanics of certain sports and this is 

why coaches are all that important and that is why the Games have been 
successful for Canada. And being successful, the spirit has communicated 


itself to the people beyond the sportsmen themselves. 
Qa: Thank you very much, Mr. Trudeau. 


AY: Thank you, Tom. 
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NORM FETTERLEY, CFTO: Mr. Prime Minister, in the absence of an 
opening statement I wonder if you could give us an overview of the 
last six or eight weeks as you have seen then, particularly the 
decision not to call an election and the major economic announcements 
that have been made? 


THE PRIME MINISTER: JI suppose I could start answering that with the 


meeting in Bonn of the leaders of the seven industrialized nations an@ 
Say that that was the culmination of a re-examination of the € conomy 
that had begun federally provincially in February last but which had 
begun in the federal government oh, I suppose roughly a year after the 
control program was introduced when we published the Way Ahead and then 
an Agenda for Cooperation indicating the general orientation and lines 
of direction of the government's management of the economy both at the 
federal and provincial levels and then in Bonn, setting aside the 
resolution on hijacking, which, of course, was very important and which 
is being followed up by a meeting in Canada very soon -- the discussion 


was mainly on the economy and what various countries could and should 


be doing to tackle the very difficult problem of economic management 
in all of the industrialized democracies and each country, as you know, 
Came up with suggestions for action on its part and from that followed 
my statement on the first of August which was accompanied by a 
Statement that there would be no immediate election and that we were 
going to bring measures in to add to the impetus, but in a more immediate 
way, add to the impetus that we had given to the economy since the 
federal provincial conference. 

Therefore the announcements. Therefore the desire to 
implement as soon as possible these announcements in a session which 
Will begin on the tenth of October with a speech from the Throne. 
PETER DESBURATS GLOBAL: Mr. -Prime Minister, you have now backed away 
from a number of possible election dates, the assumption being that it 
is felt that the government under your leadership cannot win a majority 
Victory or felt that it covld not win a majority victory on those 
dates. Could you tell us a little bit abovt your feeling about the 


timing of the next election now and about your determination to lead 
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the party into the next election? 

A: Well last, was it April, or thereabouts, when I decided that 
there would be no Spring election, I said you shouldn't ask me about 
elections until next spring which is the likely date for an election. 
It could have happened that we could have had an election in the fall 
but I Gecided not to have one and we are going to have it certainly not 
cehis year. Presumably in the spring of next year. Will I lead the 
party? Yes, I intend leading the party and that is why I am coing to 
parliament with e program which I think is very important to the 
economy at this time and one which is also extremely important in terms 
of national unity because we will also be discussing that question in 
this parliament. I feel that it is important that we clear the decks 
on those subjects and show to the people what our directions are before 
going into an election. 

DAVE RINN, CJOH: Prior to the summer recess, Mr. Prime Minister, there 
were allegations made by the opposition in and out of the House regarding 
a possible conflict of interest and Mr. Bill Teron and his position 

as head of C.M.H.C. Is Mr. Teron going to be reappointed as the head 
Orethesc.M.H aC. > 

A: I am informed that discussions are going on now to make sure 
that the conflict of interest guidelines are being well applied in 

Mr. Teron's particular case. That had been the situation when he first 
came into the employ of the goverament. Then he took a leave of 
absence and he is in the process now of returning after his leave of 
absence but I understand there has been some change in his economic 
Situation and he wants to clarify that with the people who are 
entrusted with applying the conflict of interest guidelines. I hope 
they will resolve it because I value Mr. Teron's public service very 
highly. JI know that it probably means sacrifice in economic terms 

to a lot of people who leave the private sector to come to government 
and I do hope that we will find ways of accommodating the entry into 
the public service of people who have had a career in the private 
Sector before but I hope it will be resolved. JI know it is going on 
now and unless there is some development in the last hours I don't 


think I could add much to that. 


7 oo . P , 7 a 
_ ‘ = = | 
. ‘i 
-— 
: - ieee 
, ; ak ie re: 
= = ns ~ 


Sed SHOES rade 42 sovtd ove * teas +2 aan 
faite at tke 3 ‘aking: ard lal t pemasts uae 
-eclssel4 os 22% elena 2) a oor anizge diene, 
ches cui’ RE Aadedogs As “oe eee Siugs- aw Swat sonsqaed | 

7c ‘trhe prei $s oved ce pazep sis aw Som ite oved oF. ae ina 

(de besa TF CYiwe cnese Sete a Snstqw wed tk eteamngeet gy 

? Onies es: Teri Sf Tec bas yaiee i ti Basrak- Pg te 

git ¢3 inesreget cree 38 pea rt ‘Rp kdw asywosq 4 Pei: 


Smas tk dumri sgn Jfsmaitee eole at dstte seo one aes aki. ‘48 
; Pyne 


Oe 
a} 


42 sdb‘4¢een toda oaldevsasi at Gale £E20lee yeussad “Giga 


y sae rome ag +2 2607 fost ¢t dransa! 


Li 
4 


: (@1s. 2:eid.e2 tr wa 73 stead air dy wota Bast ssoaudia. 22031 
' Mods als- ag 
= > samira iM . 260507 tonmue sds at 202*¢ aD i 


>. - Z a 
Set a2non Sit SS Sug See oe nig it haga sis yd eteq anoiteood 


tttouy a:¢ bose nora Cee See See sarah te 29iftnes aa 


: time 
21 §ctieg cosa .aM ai 23 B. oe | 
4 


i @i) 48 & 3239 OC) 
) 
¢.3.8.m4 
d t 
é I 
312 s¥ew od oa co Bnloy eta eroleduseae S6ae-heesstee Bae 


at Sekglqce Ifgw Beied sis senEfshioap sestazak to 152 nop ae 
tong! od Aecte | oi ie Sx2 055d Hed Gere . e282 (silootsag 2" 
7D avagl & Koo? eA nT sie yeae ade 86s 
i 22d t4éets daldmsute? lecwor saoerg as 
fomess 6.7 to Sgaeds ana #93458 266A Dee Te Ses urebeice’ E 
ofee ay got “Sdtw ders vttrats 6% etasw od bas a 


¥ ' Te 
gad I ‘enkieSiod zeetasat te fokftods ott sabetiaus iw & 
7 o 
‘at va oe 3if seg scieT « eulev f ezevansd 2 seiogeme 


’ 


, : =f ba A 5 - 
aflis] 7 -p%p9 @€2 *velaigoes Sass y feet 72-7ee9 wand g 


ftsaercsvep 7+ 4anb- of tdveee Series at offset oan stqosq. 9 
= , ind 

crak risus > setreSoumace Fa byéw S23 fltw ow sony | 
atevizqg Str ‘32 1iwaee €5Bed Goatcae aieosg td “a 2 
Boioe af i: «ord f . Sel inass Bd Dita SI qd cae 
i.e sd? WE semcfotatst cr af wrsde 
. 34.2208 num 60ak 


): Do you think it appropriate, Sir, that a gentleman 
9f his stature and his financial position in this country should have 
shat leave of absence and then to set his financial house in order 

und then come back into the government again? 

Ls Well I think it appropriate if there has been no breach of 
she public interest and no gain by him in terms of using his public 
osition to have private gain and this is, of course, the intention 

f the guideline and it is certainly the will of Mr. Teron himself. 

ee nothing inappropriate with people in the private sector coming 
nto the government. On the contrary. Since the pest ten years I 
ave been trying to draw an increasing number of them. JI must say 
here are not too many volunteers because it does involve very 
considerable sacrifice for people who have been very successful in the 
rivate sector when they decide to enter either politics or the public 


ervice. 
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MEDELEINE POULIN (Radio Canada): M. le Premier Ministre quelle 
est votre attitude face 4 la déclaration de votre ministre de 
la Justice sur la possibilité d'un référendum sur la peine 
capitale? 

R. Bien, je pense qu'il faut 
distinguer, dans la réponse, entre Jes deux sujets: le 
référendum et la peine capitale elle-méme. Sur la peine 
capitale, je l'ai dit, et je le répéte, je n'ai pas changé 
ag'idée. J'ai favorisé l'abolition de la peine capitale, 

pas pour des raisons de principe ou Ge moralité, mais parce 
gue je pensais gue la peine Ge mort n'obtenait pas le résultat 
voulu, c'est-a-dire la réduction du nombre de meurtres. Alors, 
sur cela, il n'y a pas de changement de ma part, ni, sauf 
erreur, Ge la part du Conseil des ministres. 

Monsieur Lang a posé une 
guestion beaucoup plus large: la question de savoir si, dans 
notre processus parlementaire, il y avait place pour le référendum 
pour permettre & la population d'exprimer un avis sur un sujet 
d'actualité brfilante. Cette question peut-étre débattue 4 
son mérite, mais, & mon sens, elle ne devrait pas €étre débattue 
dans le contexte de la peine de mort, parce que cela peut s'appli- 
Quer A un tas de sujets brilants: l'avortement, par 
exemple, et un tas de choses qui divisent la population: 
l'utilisation de certaines drogues... 

Q. Est-ce gue vous étes d'accord 
que @'offrir un référendum sur la peine de mort, c'est revenir 

& l'acceptation de la peine de mort pvisgque les sondages 
indiguent que la population serait majoritairement favorable? 
Re Ovi, mais je n'ai pas dit gue 
c'était la politique du gouvernement G'avoir un réf€rendum sur 
la peine ae mort. Je pense que cecia &té €tabli clairement par 
Monsieur Lang. Ce qu'il a dit, c'est que, dans le monde 


moderne, oD la population, de plus en plus, sans doute animée 
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et informée par les média, veut de plus en plus avoir le pouvoir 
aécisionnaire dans certains domaines. Est-ce que l'on devrait 
ou non lui donner ce pouvoir Gécisionnaire? Cela existe dans 
certaines démocraties, par exemple, en Suisse, et je pense que 
certains €tats américains l'ont €galement. Il y a d'autres 
méthodes de cémocratie Girecte qui peuvent tre examinées dans 
le cadre constitutionnel. Par exemple, le rappel des députés 
Gont on est mécontent, entre des €lections. Ceci existe dans 
certaines démocraties. Et c'est ce probléme que le point de 
vue de Monsieur Lang propose. Et je pense que ce point de we- 
14 vaut d'étre examiné. On peut-étre pour ou contre. Mais, 

je trouverais erronné d'appliquer cela strictement 4 la peine 
Ge mort. Dans le cas que vous citez, il se trouve que la 
population, si les sondages disent juste, n'est pas d'accord 
avec la majorité des députés qu'elle a €élus. Est-ce que l'on 
Gevrait prévoir dans la Constitution, dans des cas semblables, 
non pas que le Gouvernment ov le Parlement change d'avis, mais 
cue la population puisse Gécider directement, par-dessus la 
téte de ses représentants lus. Je trouve que la réponse est 
simple Gans des questions complexes: la réponse est non. 
On ne devrait/ 

/pas permettre, par exemple, & la population de décider une 
gGuestion trés compligquée sur une forme dG'impSt comparée & une 
autre, ou sur les fagons de résoudre le probléme du Proche 
Orient, etc. Mais, mais sur une question trés simple, cela se 
soutient et cela se pratique dans certaines démocraties. Et c'est 
cette question que Monsieur Lang a pos&e, sur laquelle le 
gouvernement n'a pas pris de position, mais je pense que c'est 
cette questior 1&8 qui Gevrait €tre débattue. 

GERARD FAU (Tél1émédia) Monsieur Trudeau, votre 
gouvernement a annonc€é dernitrement plusieurs Coupures dont 
certains montants pour cette ann&ée, Est-ce que cela veut dire 
gue, d'ici la fin de l'ann&ée, les dépenses Gu gouvernement 
sont bloguées, ov on doit s'attendre, & la fin de l'année, 

3 avoir une demande de crédits supplémentaires, ce qui réduirait 
G'autant les coupures, ov les Economies que le gouvernement 


entend faire d'ici la fin de l'année? 
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R. Et bien, ce gui est arrivé 
pour cette année-ci , c'est-a-~dire l'année fiscate qui se 
termine & la fin mars, le gouvernement va dépenser 500 millions 
de moins que prévv . Alors, ceci, compte tenu des prévisions 
supplémentaires et de tout le reste, le compte final sera 
500 millions de dollars de moins que prévv , de moins qu'on aurait 
Gépensé autrement. Et l'année prochaine, il y ara 

Geux milliards de Gépensés de moins que prévu . 
On peut dire: quelles prévisions? - Et bien, les prévisions 
basées sur le Livre bleu, les prévisions budgétaires publiées 
au mois de février dernier, et les prévisions qui, SOE enone 
seraient publiées au mois de février prochain pour l'année 
aprés.Etces prévisions-18 €taient bas&ées et seraient 
basées sur des facteurs trés simples, trés facilesa calculer. 
“Par exemple, la charge sur la dette publique de quatorze pour 
cent,des transferts aux provinces de treize pour cent, 1'indexation 
de plusieurs programmes de sécurité sociale, l'augmentation de 
la population. Tous ces facteurs 4 mis ensemble auraient voulu 
dire une augmentation des prévisions budgétaires de l'ordre, je 
pense, de Gouze & quatorze pour cent. Nous avons décidé que 
nous allions couper deux milliards pour que 1’augmentation 


SOit de l'ordre de 8.9 pour cent. 


Le) 


Sur un autre petit sujet. Vous pensiez 
déménager & Sherbrooke et % Rigaud des sections de ministeéres. 
Est-ce que vous pensez en arriver 4 une entente avec le gouverne- 
Ment du Québec? Et,si mon,. quelle date-limite avez-vous donnée 
pour des négociations avec le gouvernement du Qvébec pour une 
entente, pour que ces déménagements se fassent? 

R. Que je sache, il n'y a pas de date-limite. 
Le plus tét sera le mieux, puisque nous sommes toujours 
int€ress&s 3 la Gécentralisation gouvernementale, notamment des 
Services comme ceux-14, vers des centres québécois. Mais, pour 


Ce qui est de la situation présente des négociations, Je ne 
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saurais vous dire. Je pense qwe~ 1'0n cherche des accommodements 
ce part et d'autre, mais la politique reste €établie, et nous ne 
pouvons pas aller 14, malheureusement, tant que nous ne pouvons 
pas garantir aux fonctionnaires unilingues anglais, ov anglo- 
phones, gu'ils pourront €duquer leurs enfants dans la langue 

de Jeur choix. De laméme fagon que nous avons dit aux fonction- 
naires qui devaient aller, disons, A i'Ile du Prince Edouard, 

ou en Alberta, et qui €taient francophones, que nous ne ferions 
pes les Géménagements avant que ces provinces n'aient prévu des 
facilités d'éducation en langue fran¢gaise pour leurs enfants. 


PaXDeDUEEY, CBC: 


Mr. Prime Minister, ; 
n the last couple of years we have seen, of course, the 


change of position on controls. We have now seen a drastic overhaul 
of the unemployment insurance commission. Now we have your apparent 
blessing today of Mr. Lang's campaign to go across the country and 

to raise the spectre or the possibility that the government might in 
fact change it’s position on capital punishment. How do you respond 
to people in the public who suggest now that this government is 

perhaps the most cynical in memory and that it is prepared to do 
anything, to adopt any position in order to hold onto power? 

A: Well people who have made that charge have obviously made 

up their minds. I wouldn't try to force them to change their minds. 
We should take the cases that oon quote as an example. I have 
responded to the controls argument many times; that controls were 

not appropriate in June, July ‘74 because inflation was mainly imported 
and therefore could not be controlled in Canada but in the fall of ‘75 
inflation was being -cenerated in Canada and I have quoted many times 
the type of incomes increase which was prevalent either in terms of 


increasing rents at rates of 20 to 30% or in terms of wage demands or 
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salary demands of the order of 20, 30, and 40% so inflation was 
obviously generated in Canada and the contingency plan of which the 
opposition had made much in the '74 election and which we had, 

was brought into being. You know this could be argued indefinitely 
but I see nothing for which I have ever felt should apologize in 
applying proper economic policy at the proper time rather than at 

the improper time. As far as Mr. Lang crossing the country, to use 
your words, you obviously misunderstood the answer that I gave to 

Ms. Poulin. JI indicated that the issue for the government was not 
capital punishment. I was still opposed to it and I would think that 
the majority of my cabinet probably including Mr. Lang is opposed to 
it and I would wager Mr. Lang, if there were a referendum such as 

he suggests, he would campaign for the abolition of capitel punishment 
so it is not a matter of reversing his stand. The question he did 
raise, and which is not government policy, but which I told Ms. Poulin 
is ene which I thick is Gebatable, is whether, in this stage of the 
evolution of parliamentary democracy, if some instruments of direct 
democracy such as a referendum or a private initiation of legislation 
Or parliamentary recall of unsatisfactory members should be introduced, 
and I think this is an interesting question. More and more, and I 
believe you yourselves are partly Pee nee he wear at, =the, publa¢ ais 
More informed of national issues and they want to Gecide directly. They 
don't want to have a Berea tarive Gemocracy. © They want to make 

up their minds directly and I was telling Miss Poulin thatiJI think 
this is not a tenable theory in complex questions like, you know, 

what do you suggest should be done to settle the Arab Israeli dispute, 
answer yes or no, but there are some questions in which a yes or no 
enswer can be given. Obviously Mr. Levesque used to think that 
Separation of Quebec was such a question. A lot of democracies have 

@ provision for direct democracy even in the framework of a 
Tepresentative democracy and this is the question that Mr. Lang 

raises and I don't consider it a flip flop for Mr. Lang to be ahead 

Of his Colleagues. He is an intelligent man and he is thinking of 
teform of the parliamentary system in an age where you yourselves J 
think are. J think the informed public is discussing the reform of 


the System. That is what we do when we talk of the reform of the 
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Senate and such idees as PR, proportion representation and so on so 

tT aon't see any flip flop. 

QO: You told the Commons on November 22nd last year that you 
will not use a referendum on capital punishment. Do you still hold 
that view that a referendum would not be appropriate for that issue? 
A: I hola the view (and I was explaining the law that we 
presented to parliament) that it would be an error to mix the two 
types of referendum. One which we are introducing which we brought in 
the form of a bill to decide such basic questions as the constitution 
of the country, Or the separation of one province with referenda on 
specific subjects and I still hold that view. I certainly wouldn't 
prevent my minister or anyone from raising the question of okay, let's 
just keep this bill or this national referendum idea for subjects like 
do you want this constitution or not; do you want separation or not; 
but if you want to discuss direct democracy in individual cases, let's 
hear your argument and IJ suppose they will be made when we are 


Sebating this Other bill. 


Q: So you are open to be convinced on this? 

A: Well quite frankly, you know, I have always had I guess the 

classical approach to parliamentary democracy. That the people 
\will 


should elect members ‘who/Geciue amongst all the complex questions 
what the right answers are. It goes back to Burke, It has been 
beautifully written about by Lord Burke and others and this has been 
ané still is my view. I think if you elect somebody then you should 
give responsibility to him but I hope I am still flexible enough to 
Say well it is true that we are in another age. It is true that there 
are instruments of direct Gemocracy which do exist in Gemocracies 
like Switzerland or the United States. If people like Mr. Lang 
want to discuss them, I welcome that discussion. 

CRAIG OLIVER, CTV: I wonder if I can wring an admission from you 

On two questions which have already come up. First on the matter of 
an election, that you would have held an election had you thought 
you could have won it? Second on the matter of capital punishment. 
It was clearly closed up to now. Are you saying that the question 
of hanging, when you get right down to it, the question of hanging 


is now wide open? 
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B: On tre first question I think the answer is very simple. 

I haven't had elections when I thought I could win them. You know if 
that were my basis of holding elections I would have held one last 
September. I think I could have won then and you probably think I 

could have won then. JI could have made the same arcument for somewhere 
in 1971 when the polls were very high. If I was coing to hold an 
election just because I thought I could win it, then I would have held 
one at that time so obviously the polls or my feelings about winning 

or losing are not cetermining. 

Now I would make the same admission in terms of when it 
looks as though I might not have a majority or where I might lose an 
election. I certainly wouldn't Geliberately call an election to lose 
it but I also said that I wouldn't deliberately call it to win it in 
cases when I could have won it. 

Now the second question -- no, the question of capital 
punishment is not wide open. What is wide open -- if you or Mr. Lang 
or anyone else wants to open it, is the question of introducing 
instruments of direct democracy into our parliamentary system. I 
certainly wouldn't let it be opened just to solve shall we say the 
capital punishment issue. JI think people who want to open it should 
realize that if it applies to capita] punishment, it could apply, as 1 
was telling Miss Poulin, to other issues like marijuana for or against 
it or abortion. Abortion on demand. For or against it. Capital 
punishment, for or against it. There are some very elemental questions 
like that that can be answered by yes or no and I repeat what I said 
earlier. I have never favoured that form of direct democracy but I 
am prepared to hear argument for it and I certainly don't blame a 
Minister who is putting himself ahead of the others and raising that 
for discussion. 

Q: But basically all we are having is a semantical argument 

then because if your government and you decide to have a referendum 

On capital punishment, the question of hanging is wide open? 

A: You have misunderstood my answer. I make ite clear. My 
government would not have a referendum on capital punishment. Is 


that clear? 


Q: That*’s clear. 


stqnis er 8S an at aise 5, sedeamenl. 9 
qi wamtaet as tiv ene F tapas z aw ae 3 
iget agm.Sa sod eri Baste, r amsyet sakbtod igh a 
t ater eicedwnt ens bas aad, 1g wvred Siena tn 
gtr 7S neuts wees pd Wat vee ines = coon ¢ 
oe Stadt oF babies eT a saat Bb aid vse aairt 
a2a@-eest Sov & aw? ges civ neat sigue 4 seuaged 
ate 8 anbtaet i s sw eifed et Gace: tes Ga 


S4 


giet. 


“7 
: abalone se aon re 

i gece Xe eat ae —— A otga edz ‘oten Sipe > pen. 

ag #2oi 20759 1 48 20 ys fra Gew # s¥a4 tea ip te F . 
251 « s4até 4 £fen Weoweedtiee i ena iaow cianeszeg 
| oo [tadecesteab aiantvow 1 sed9 BEE a 
2k stew eved 5 Luge 


Lag Ptes obo make > eit .an -—- aoitetap brouee at 


@ <2 


us 


r 
a 
Ll 
x 
be 
~ 


‘<u Aap oat te —= aeeo able @2 7ed# (megs SeAt eee, , 
: 


wiqz70t 3a sai agen odd #t \ 32 4906 32 2tasM) 2 


~~ bh A ian 


2 « , > 
Jaz 2¢ te2verei ites tum oaas yoesocast 929388 ; 


cit wad ow Didar -vtee oo tape Seesge ee 22 sha 2) aS 
‘tyes J: were ct tnsw ode sigue deeers pee 1 
secuy 1 Sivoo 14 ,ieenrfetavd Terres oc? 2eiisgs ba he 


2niébe Sa cot i <9 s/t eecsél teotdo’ of ,anteoe game 


726L PS aT Ve vat +" a 
$e ein 39 Evcoet ea aod trode ae 
imieteeen lato en ev sane (%e onedt |- Sb petsepe 1. voit. 
ir Sete 'Seqe7 f ice on 20! gye-eet Cataeem ad asd. 9 
yg goeicom). 234901 ® Te uit tec? tesgovet tay ae 
4 wetd tact ylinagerse tT Ses ce toi rogrepys. read 


{suit £42217. Bes. ebegso- ei?) to, Sage Sioemad rorraey 


treewnta [ered lense. &- 22 90Svee Op ee —— 
micczetien 4&4 6e4 et el sh acy Dt a Sh 
aca Biv 2¢ otignéed to nokseey dt 

yt 7ei.> = i2 | wees Ye Seacrest : 


22 _Feuntgee Ji-ep no cetootetan. &@ 


oe 7 


=-ll- 


A: And Mr. Lang didn't suggest it did. What I said, in these 
three answers so far, is that there are institutions which permit the 
people to say well notwithstanding what this government says we want 
to give our opinion on capital punishment and if we collect whatever 
it is, 100,000 or 500,000 signatures the question will be put ina 
referendum. My government wouldn't open it. It is not open. It has 
opened it twice in the past ten years and we will not open it again 
but the question of direct democracy is something which can be debated 
but it is not my government which would open the cuestion of capital 


punishment. Is that semantics or is that clear? 


Q: No that's clear now. It took a while though . It took a 
while. 
A: Well you don't always understand too quickly: 


STEWART LANGFORD, CBC: Mr. Prime Minister, my oguvestion is regarding 
Mr. Lang's announcement yesterday that there would be a reference to 
the supreme court regarding the federal government's jurisdiction to 
abolish the senate unilaterally without provincial consent. The 
guestion is since procedurally the supreme court on a reference is 
bound by the contents of the order of reference and does not go outside 
that in seeking evidence, and since the government alone frames this 
order of reference or darafts the content of it, it might be seen to 
load the deck as it were to use a colloguialisn. Z 

Will you consider having the order of‘reference drafted 
by the joint Senate-House committee that is now meeting on Bill C-60 
and if not that would you consider input say from the opposition in 
another way? 
A: Well I would certainly consider input from both these 
Sources. I have written to the premiers this morning of every province 
indicating that this is what we were going to do ana I believe it is 
the intention of the Minister of Justice to consult with the 
Attorneys General of the provinces to see what their views are on the 
form of the reference s0 I certainly would accept input by the committee 
tnd by the oppositian. If they want to suggest some forms of 
reference on that specific qvestion, I would welcome it. 


Q: But would you consider setting up something a little more 


yeni pee > a rasa? 7. t.< catoa | asieiliaka re 


j 5 oy Pe ' 
: pV tieear « = 
jnmtiage Vide = Gar Ae sh eae ae 


ad sienna on 2th oe e Te fencincs 
2) aa tke Yee ws ecoe ube tet ane 


a Os ed 4) ie satreei 2) ketene ena,0ee a8 
ska 42 ser +e ak cE USP eg a attire 368 vop 4 


ene 
aiage ‘bo ober Oct MThy, aw Aes acewg eee — ar 
" a ’ 
Rr 
ati-es 98 Gélséisep tenses agetee, Pare) w Tieerraacoe 
:eeato eactd ot * e>itnensa! fom) an 


-s st .4 @rrede aftew @ Geor st: nee 3208 


Lining +a9 a i amb coy 

Ee. &F ; ee ee 

tates , Si sce pyerts seks pyehaent py te 

+ »Beceais lh eeig .. 2 Inbar isxae? eer gsihtrger ue et 
stv .t7eence bo 72 oxef suedaly viieteselive eter aie 

ancet-lst s-yc fvae seeegue dz) yliamoereg” 

twuz as ler 2égGabea eoeate? ee ts tebto afi te aorps 
7 

Sif 230872 cacis an 14ers sé? comes tas ., sonsbios: 

7¢ nese od PAbem rh’ 22 bo deeettosy oth) eeRERETE was t 

a9cis iotgkedee see oe etew #E 

101 songist<x't0 caten ott cebremaehiaies hia 

iciteso wc et 3642 eat iaties eeund-s2a 


‘00, wc cov? Yeo regal cabenee soy bt 


seats. dood Mayt Fagnt teGiercsg “inrester e 

2 a Jo ma ieee ete we 2% oat wot restive 

4 i ~% lee’ £ a &% office an ow sarv at atay.4 
a2 Wee ¢leeteo of satcvet te tate bei 

i‘? <:% teeks .2969 92d +eqwe, of esac) nena eer 

1 ow Cf Mgectotescoe Sigew yietatead tam: 

iG =ygt s@2 fescsep ef Ink rode We _ 

zk van Sings £ mektesan > 
voot slight “-qatdienamae pats see eta 


~*~ a 7 7 


~1l2- 


formal making sure (and this is slightly out of the ordinary approach, 
ferealaze st -) but that “this particular order of reference contains 
the views of everyone and that no one is left out, none of the 
main movers, the conservative party, the liberal senators? 
A: Well I think the law concerning the supreme court is 
guite clear. It must be the federal government which makes the 
reference. Otherwise Mr. Davis could have made a reference when he 
was concerned with the Quebec legislation on workers. Otherwise, 
Mr. Hatfield could have made a reference when he was concerned with 
Bill 101 and so on so we must make the reference and therefore we 
must take responsibility for it, good or bad. I repeat. I am prepared 
an@ anxious to have views on the reference. You know I have suggested 
this on many occasions. For instance, the reference on the off shore 
mineral rights. I have suggested that if there was going to be one, 
we should try and frame the reference together and I am prepared to 
try and frame it together with the provinces if such is their concern 
and if the opposition has or the parliamentary committee has some 
views on it, I am very happy to have it. JI can't set up a formal 
structure to take away from us the ultimate responsibility of making 
that reference because it is there in the law. 
PATRICK NAGLE, Vancouver Sun: It is on the same business, sir, the 
reference to the supreme court of Canada. On the 3lst of August, 
Mr. Lang, as Justice Minister, made a presentation to the joint 
committee at which time he said and I quote : 

"It would be premature to refer this bill to 

the Supreme Court." 
Now what has happened to change Mr. Lang’s mind in two weeks, please? 
A: Well it is still premature. Not only premature buteat is 
nonsense to refer the bill to the supreme court and we will never 
do that. Once again in the letter I put to the premiers this 
morning, I supported Mr. Lang's statement very very emphatically and 
Said section ninety-one one Saves the federal government the power 
to amend the federal constitution just as section ninety-two one 
Sives the provincial governments the power to amend their constitutions 


and you have been complaining, you provinces, about fegeran serene 
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Well this is the worst intrusion that we have seen since the 
beginning of confederation. The provinces could tell us that we 
couldn't exercise our jurisdiction under section ninety-one one and I 
make it guite clear that we are not going to refer the bill or our 
right to act under section ninety-one one to any supreme court. 

Now that is the genera] answer. On the specific issue of 
the senate, there has been argument made by Mr. Lederman, argument 
made by the joint parliamentary committee on two subjects. Not the 
general right for the government to lecsislate under section ninety-one 
one. I thirk everybody recognizes that except maybe the provinces at 
Regina (if they weren't distracted in writing their communigue which 
seems to imply that the federal government canno* exercise its 
jurisdiction except with their consent.) Now this I reject but on 
two subjects. The monarchy and the senate. Tn? parliamentary 
committee said well we have doubts about those. You know we don't 
deny the federal government's right to act under section nirety-one 
one but this general right to act perhaps should not apply to the 
monarchy and to the senate. On the monarchy we agree and we are 
not referring that to the supreme court because we have no intention 
of changing the provisions regarding the monarchy. What we attempted 
to do (and Mr. Lang was quite clear on this and Mr. Lalonde too and 
I believe Her Majesty herself) what we attempted to do was write into 
the constitution the present tneory and practices regarding the 
Monarchy and we say since we don't want to attempt to change it by 
section ninety-one one, we are not going to refer that to the supreme 
court but we refer it to you, provinces, and to you Committee. If 
you can describe more effectively and more accurately in legal language 
what the present situation is, let's hear it and we will put it in. 

We don't want to refer it because we don't want to change See, aber Relgt= 
Case of the senate we do want to change it and you provinces too want 
to change it and Mr. Clark's party wants to change it if J read his 
constitutional provisions correctly and Mr. Davis’ party wants to 
change it if I read the Ontario Advisory Committee on the Constitution 
Proposal and the Bar Committee wants to change it and the Canada 


West foundation wants to change it. JI think everybody wants to change 
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the Senate except, you know, the Senate. Everybody wants to change it 


ind I say there has been doubt expressed as to whether we could or not 


change it under section ninety-one. J share Mr. Lang's view that we can 


and will win the case but I see nothing lost in referring that particular 


gyuestion to the supreme court because since everybody wants to change 
it we should continue the discussion on it in the committee and at the 
federal-provincial conferences and try and agree on a method and plied 
we agree on a method then we will be able to withdraw the referral to 
the supreme court because then we will be changing it by agreement 
rather than federal action under section ninety-one one. We will go 
to Westminster with it, with the agreement of the provinces but if we 
don't agree on it, then it would be useful for the federal government 
to say, well we have the supreme court to tell us that you can change 
it unilaterally and we will change it. If the supreme court says you 
can't change it unilaterally and we haven't agree then obviously we 
won't change the senate but there will certainly be pressure on the 
provinces and the federal government to find ways in which the senate 
can be improved if such is possible. 

Q: Well just briefly, sir, when can we expect to get copies 

of your correspondence to the premiers on this matter? 

A: _ Two or three Gays I suppose. I signed it today. It will 
be in their hands on Monday. Over the weekend. You can certainly 


have it on Monday. 
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JACQUES RIVARD (Radio-Canada): Monsieur le Premier Ministre, 
sur la question relative & la prochaine campagne €lectorale, 
vous avez dit tout & l"heure que l'on pouvait s'attendre 4 la 
tenve d'une lection, présumément, au printemps prochain. 

Alors, il y a des experts constitutionnels - qui, s'appuyant sur 
l'Acte de 1'Amérigue dv nord britannique, la lettre de 1'Acte, 
pensent qu'il vous serait possible de retarder d'un an cette 
campagne @lectorale. Est-ce que cette possibilité vous y pensez 
aussi, ou, Si d@és aujourd'hui, vous 1’excluez? 

R. Oui, j'exclus cette possibilité— 
1B. tai dit, au printemps dernier, qu'il fallait songer a 

des élections av printemps prochain. J'ai espéré qu'onn'en 
parlerait plus pow wmbm moment One continué d'en parler. 

Tant pis, tant mieux. Mais, 18, je dis carrément qu'il me 
reste & faire une €lection av printemps, De savoir 4 quelle 
date du printemps le vote aurait lieu, ou les brefs seraient 
émis, cela je ne saurais vous le dire, parce que je ne le sais 
pas. Mais, ce ne serait pas mon intention G'inventer une 
quelcongue théorie constitutionnelle pour retarder, comme vous 
dites, d'un an. Je ne sais pas si c'est possible, mais ce ne 
serait pas mon intention. Certainement que j'appliquerai la 
Lettre de la Constitution telle que communément comprise, et 
telle qu'appliquée au moins dans deux ov trois autres cas par 
des premiers ministres gui sont allés jusgu'au bout des cing 
ans. 

Maintenant, quand je vous dis le 
printemps, je ne suis pas pour préciser davantage, sauf ce que 
j'ai répondyv tout & l'heure, c'est que nous n'aurions pas 
a'Election @ l‘automne. 

Q. - Ume-e autre question. M. Turner 
a envoyé des circulaires un peu partout aux industries sur 


Pevtsins menbres de votre Cabinet. J'aimerais savoir S1 vous 
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avez des commentaires sur cette attitude de M. Turner? 

Re Non, je n'ai pes de commentaire. 
Je n'ai malheureusement pas lu encore ce qui est sensé avoir 

été écrit par M. Turner. Je me propose de le lire quand j'en 
aurai le temps. Mais, on m'expligue 6galement qu'il a envoyé 
une lettre d'excuse, alors, c'est plutét au ministre qu'il a 


attagqué & gui vous devriez adresser la question. 


LUC LAVOIE (TVA) Monsieur le Premier ministre, 
la semaine derniére, deux ministres du gouvernement québécois, 
suivis du Premier Ministre, ont laissé entendre que la question 
du référendum pourrait porter sur une question fiscale, par 
exemple, une question ot l'on pourrait dGemander aux Québécois, 
c'est ce que Laurin a dit: est-ce que vous voulez continuer 
& payer des impdts & deux endroits ou est-ce gue vous voulez, 
& compter de maintenant, payer les impéts seulement au 
Qvébec? Est-ce que, de votre point de vue, ce serait une 
question qui pourrait trancher le débat sur 1'indépendance 
du Québec? 
R. Bien, je trouverais cette 
suggestion plut6ét comique. Je pense que M. Lévesque a déja 
ait, dans un autre contexte; ce n'est pas la trouveille du 
siécle. Parce que, si j'ai bonne mémoire, M. Daniel Johnson 
l'avait déj& proposfea une conférence des premiérs ministres, 
vers 1968 ov 1969, alors que j'étais présent & une conférence 
des Premiers ministres. I] est venu en lisant un mémoire 
disant que le Québec Gemande cent pour cent des impdts. Aprés 
cela, on a passé & autre chose, et puis onr’ena-plus entendu 


parler. Si M. Lévesque ressuscite cette question, et bien, 
cela provvera ce que j'ai tovjours dit, c'est que le s€paratisme 


est mort. La preuve, c'est gue le parti s€paratiste lui-méme 


n'ose pas Gemander aux Qvébécois s'ils sont pour ou contre. 
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Permettez-moi d'ajouter 4 cela 
gue si par hasard, c'était cela le référendum et que M. 
Lévesque venait & une conférence f6dérale-provinciale armé 
a@'un mandat pour Gemander cent pour cent des impdts, on lui 


dirait d'aller se rhabiller. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS, CTV: Mr. Prime Minister, I wonder if you could 
respond firstly to a number of published reports that at Bonn you 
were given a much blacker view of the future of the Canadian economy 
than yov were getting from your own advisors which was one of the 
reasons that prompted you to take some of these steps that you have 
subsequently and secondly, could you give us some insight into the 
consensus of your own chief economic advisors now about the likely 
prospects for the Canadian economy over the next six or seven months. 
Is there any genuine expectation of a real upturn or are we likely 
to continue, in the view of your people, to continue to have high 


inflation and unemployment through the next year or so? 
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A: Well on the first question the answer is an emphatic no. I 
was not painted any such black picture by any of the participants in 
the Bonn summit. The truth is I think they all know that the Canadian 
economy has out-performed their own whether you take the last ten 
years or the last half a dozen years since the OPEC crisis and, you 
know, this they know and I think it has been demonstrated in the OECD 
publications and s0 on and for a greater certainty, you know, I can go 
through them again. I have given the figures before in terms of 
purchasing power, in terms of the value of the dollar and in terms 

of rate of job creation, in terms of rate of inflation, in terms of 
take home pay or effective income after taxes and so on. Canada on 
average has out-performed everyone of the OECD countries. I think 
they know that. It is not always realized in Canade but they know 
that and they didn't try to paint any black picture to me. The modest 
or immodest truth is that they just assumed that Canada was doing 
reasonably well and when we were drafting the communique there were 

no demands put on Canada. They had Gemands to put on the United 
States, on Japan and on Germany and those demands were spelled out at 
some length and we volunteered as I believe the Ttalians did and the 
British did to some paragraphs concerning their own attitude and I 
attempted, in the small paragraph concerning Canada, to rellect the 
views which were current at least in the government and which had been 
made public by Mr. Chretien in the spring budget. That is we would 
try to reach a growth rate of 5%, up to 5% were the words employed 

at Bonn by the end of this year. Now that is still our hope. You 

are asking me about employment and inflation. JI can only say that the 
economic measure taken in the budget taken particularly last June 

when we made specific announcements concerning small business and 
research and development and other such things, energy packages —=- 

the announcements made after the Bonn Summit on Avgust Ist, in my 


‘ . : not onl 
view will improve/ the econ 


omy in general but are beginning to show 
their effects hopefully in the fight against inflation and in the 
Tate of job creation. We have consistently been Going better in the 


last several months than the ten year average in terms of job 


Creation, the ten year average being in terms of 250,000 jobs a year. 
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Well last month the figures were we were creating something like 
400,000 jobs a year and this month it is 360,000 new jobs a year so 
I am hoping that the improvements following upon these specific 
measures short term and ea neers will become apparent in the course 
of the year. The longer term or structural or framework policies are 
still extremely important. These are the ones we dealt with in 
February. These are the ones I attempted to have my colleagues deal 
with in Bonn and these are the ones I hope which we will be discussing 
again in the federal-provincial conference in November because there 
are some long term problems. The simplest one to grasp is the fact 
that we are now on a high priced energy economy whereas a few years ago 
we were ona low priced energy economy and this simple new fact has 
vast implications in terms of capital intensive versus labour intensive 
investments and so on and, of course, I repeat the Way Ahead published 
in 1976 indicated that we were going to try and simplify government, 
reduce overlap, diminish the powers of the bureaucracy and the impact 
of government on the private sector and so on and these are all steps 
which have been taken in the course of the year and which were 
brought to a culmination in my announcement of August the ist. 
Q: Well I would like to repeat the question if I might and that 
is to ask you for a forecast of the short term economic outlook for the 
next six or seven months? 
A: Forecasts of exact figures I can't give and we don't 
usually give. In a budget we try to indicate what will be the general 
parameters in terms of growth. Mr. Chretien has spoken of 5% real 
growth by the end of 1978. That certainly will not be attained as an 
average over the year because ~- of the very low growth in the first 
Sector, in the first quarter. In the second quarter we came much 
Closer to it. Four and a half in terms of growth. In the third 
Quarter and fourth I still hope but J have no particular insight on it, 
nor have I particular information. I still hope that we will reach five- 
It may not make five as an average but if we can reach 4 growth rate 
une vitesse de Croisiere of five, I will be very happy and indeed I 
believe CD countrie Aes Tecms chad 
we would be the envy of all of the OE 


™uch lower rate of growth but I am sorry J can't be more precise than 
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that because I don't have a real crystal ball. 

MARY TRUEMAN,Globe & Mail: Mr. Trudeau, you said that you were open 
to discussion on the question of referendums on simple subjects such 
as capital punishment. Then a few minutes later you said that your 
government would not hold a referendum on capital punishment. Is the 


discussion closed or what is the point of a discussion? Is it open or 


closed? 
A: Well for the fifth time I will talk about something called 
@irect democracy even in a system of representative democracy. Direct 


democracy means that in some countries like Switzerland and in some 
states in the United States the people can take the initiative away from 
the government and even if the government votes say certain positions 
on -- let's change the subject —- let's say on marijuana the people can 
still say well we want to have a direct say. We don't want to listen to 
the laws made by our representatives. We will spentine subject and we 
will make the laws ourselves directly. All right? The government 
doesn't change its position on the subject itself but if you introduce 
instruments of direct democracy, it can happen and it has happened. 

I guess proposition 13 is an example in California where the people 
directly said well whatever the budgets were written down by the 
government, whatever the expenditure forecasts were, we are going to 
slash it directly and we will override the government. So what can 
Governor Brown do? He said, well, you know, I campaigned against it 
but the people under the law or unger the constitution are teliing me 
that I must do a certainithing. I will listen to the people. 

Q: Are you saying that it is somehow conceivable that a 
referendum on capital punishment could be held during your term of 
office at someone else's initiative or something of that sort. Is 

that what you are saying? 

A: I don't know how Jong you extend my term of office. It 
certainly couldn't happen before the next federal election. 

Q: Could it happen with you as the leader? \ 

A: But if I keep office for another few parliamentary 4 
Gt is conceivable that we will introduce instruments of direct 


democracy. This is the debate which I said has been opened. 
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QO: And the result could be a referendum on capital punishment 
during your term of office as leader? Could it be? \Y 
B: Pe could be that. It could be on other things. Jt 


would depend, once again, if the constitution of the country permitted 


Girect Gemocracy. 


Q: Would you be bound by the results of such a referendum if 
owere: —— — 
A: That is the way these referendums work. 

Q: Could you not see how this is somewhat confusing for us ce 
RB: I know it must be confusing but just think of California. 


Think of Proposition 13 that people have heard about. 
Q: Mes. 
A: Now is United States a democracy? Is the State of California 
a Gemocracy? Did the governor and the legislature have power to make 
certain laws and budgetary provisions? The answers to all of these 
is yes. Notwithstanding that the people could upset the decision of 
their government without upsetting the government itself. 

Now this doesn't exist in Canada. JI am just trying to explain 
that this is the question I take it that Mr. Lang wants to raise with 


the people. 


Q: I just want one more question, Sir. 
A: No. Let's have one more question. 
Q: Is it conceivable that while you are prime minister we could 


have a return to capital punishment through this very complex process 
we have been talking about or would you quit? 

A: Well, you know, I would be tempted except it might confuse 
the question even more to tell you to read my speech. J never said 

I was against -- 

Q: Which speech is that? 

A: Capital punishment for any moral or reasons of principle. 
You know I said I could be convinced that capital punishment would be 


the right . thing if it were a deterrent. 


Q: You could still be convinced? 
A: Yes. Do you want to try to convince me? 
Q: 


No not right now. 
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PRIME MINISTER'S INTERVIEW WITH GLOBAL TELEVISION (DESBARATS) 
-ON SEPTEMBER 15, 1978 -- AIPED SEPTEMBER 17, 1978 


(Not checked against delivery) 


Q. If the result of these by-elections that the country is facing 
is negative and the opinion polls continue to show that the Liberals will] 
have a tough time electing a majority under your leadership, would you 
consider resignation if you felt that eventually that your leadership was 


dragging the Party down to defeat? 
A. Well, it's all hypothetical isn't it Peter? 


Q. The opinion polls aren't hypothetical. We've seen some evidence 


of difficulty ahead in the opinion polls for the Government. 


A. Oh yes. There are ups and downs. It depends when you take 
opinion polls. If you had taken them a year ago, you would have seen me 

very very high up, a year before that quite far down. So they obviously move 
up and down and I think it would be an unwise man who'd concern himself at 
any particular time in the cycle about what his future tomorrow will be to 
space on opinion polls. I was chosen Leader of the Party, I'm Prime Minister, 
I've got a majority in Parliament and there is no reason why I should 
consider not going into the next fight and winning it. It's as simple as 


that. 


Q. There are many of us in Ottawa who feel that one of the obstacles 
to a resignation if you eventually considered it would be the fact that your 
most obvious successor still is John Turner. Would you consider that that's 


an obstacle? 


A. If I were resigning it would be because I thought that I was no 
longer the best man to lead the Party and then I would really rely on the 
Party choosing who the best man to succeed me is. Just as Mr. Pearson did 
back in 68. It's not a choice I would make or attempt to determine. But you 
know Mr. Pearson made this decision. You say the obvious man is Mr. Turner. 
I understand he's been the obyious what for six or eight years and perhaps 


ten. Well, certainly that hasn't changed my conduct, for instance my decisions. 


Q. If I may change the subject for a moment from the leadership to 


the door. You say I think that our economic performance has been as good 
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certainly or perhaps even better than that of any other Western nation 
over the past decade but the Canadian dollar is now at its lowest level 

I think since the depression which is really an unflattering indication of 
what the rest of the world thinks of our economy. How do you respond to 


that? 


A. Well, two points. The earlier statement you were quoting about 
having us perform better, I would say if you take over the recent period, 
decade in which I've been Prime Minister you take the currency which has 

lost most of its value, Canada doesn't come low down. I think it comes 
third. Probably first the German currency, then the American, then the 
Canadian. You take the franc, you take the lira, you take the peso, they've 
all lost, you take the Japanese yen, they've all... some of them have done 
well in the last year or two but over the period the Canadian dollar is the 
one that has kept its purchasing power amongst the very top ones. And you 
take every other in days like this: employment creation; the number of jobs 
created in a year -- Canada is far ahead of anyone else. In terms of purchasing 
power of the average Canadian over ten years Canada is up in the second or 
third highest. So what I'm saying is that in spite of the present situation 
you have to look at the performance of Canada over this period and ask your- 
self if it has done better or worse than most and the answer is that it has 
done better. The dollar itself I can't say that I'm particularly happy that 
it's at any particular value but there is no magic reason why the Canadian. 
dollar and the Americar dollar should be worth the same thing. If the Canadian 
dollar is worth less as is the case now, what does it mean? It means we can 
sell more goods to the United States and we import less. That in other words 
a lower value to the Canadian dollar means more jobs jn Canada. That's not 


a bad thing. 


Q. How far down can it go, Prime Minister? I mean 80 cents, 75 cents? 


You hear figures being band-aided around. How far can the dollar sink? 


A. Well, I guess no one knows. If they knew, someone knew he would 
be making a lot of money speculating on that. Maybe it will go lower, maybe 
it will go higher. No one knows. It's the... all the and the 


money market who're going to make this decision. 


Q. How far down could it go before it became politically dangerous 


for you? Or do you think it's.... 
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A. I don't think there is a trigger point. You could have asked 

in the early 70's how far down the American dollar should go for me to be 

safe. You know we're worth considerably more than all these currencies 

we're talking about in 1972. We were worth more than the American dollar. 

I wasn't particularly safe in political terms in 72. So I don't think the 
linkage is there. I think the health of the economy is important, the judgment 
of the money markets of the world cast on Canada is reflected as you say in 

the value of the dollar and the opposite think at this time in terms of the 
Government but in terms also of the productivity of the economy, the confidence 
of the Canadians in their future, the self-assuredness and the inventiveness 

of the entrepreneur they say we're not doing too well. That's what they're 
saying, but I see no reason why this cannot be changed because their judgment 
is based once again on psychological factors. Why don't have Canadians have 
confidence in the future? You know this film you were showing, why does 
everyone as you've done paint the black picture of it? You could have made 

the same film and shown that we've created jobs at a rate faster than any 

other country in the world but because of the baby boom, because of the 

entry of new people into the labour market, our economy though is growing 

very fast is not absorbing all the jobs. So it really depends whether you 

have confidence in yourself and if you do then the country is going to great 


places. If you don't, it won't. 


Q. Well you're going to have to deal with it in the next few months 
though with the electorate on this issue and I would submit to you that from 
the vantage point of the average resident of Southern Ontario that the fact is 
that the falling dollar has now forced that interest and mortgage rates again, 
despite wage and price controls the inflation rate is running at about 9 per 
cent, nearly a tenth of us in the work force are unable to get jobs. How do 
you explain to the average Canadian that he is doing as well as you seem to 


think he is? 


Q. Well, if you're talking about the average Canadian I guess you've 
just shown the figures. The average Canadian is not badly off. If you look 

at the polls that are taken by Mr. Gallup and others you say, you ask: Are you 
better off now than you were last year? Something like 60 or 70 or 80 per cent 
say yes. But then you say: What do you think of the future? Oh, I'm not 


too keen on it. You know they're afraid of the future but they're doing well 
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in the present. So it's... this is a reflection of our psychology. They're 
doing well this year, they were doing well last year -- all the figures 
prove it -- but they're worried about the future and I don't blame them. 
We're living in an uncertain world. The Germans are worried about the future 


and the British are worried about the future. 


Q. You seem to be saying that we should accept 9 per cent unemploy- 


ment, that we should accept inflation that goes up into the double digit figures. 


Ns Not at all. If we accepted that we would not have brought in 
controls if we were happy with double digit inflation. And if we were happy 
with the rate of unemployment, we wouldn't have announced in our budget last 
Spring that we were cutting sales tax, we wouldn't have this Summer brought 
in great new programs to create jobs and wouldn't be bringing in incentives 
to hire the young people, giving the employer $1.50 per employee so that he 


can.. 


Q. The statistics are still worrisome and it's not just a lack of 


self-confidence. 


A. Of course, but it doesn't mean that we shouldn't be doing something 
about it and I'm not suggesting that. I'm suggesting that when you have the 
fastest growing labour force of the industrialized world -- it is our case -- 
and have the fastest or the second fast after the United States fatest rate 

of growth of employment you put the two together and you can have an economy 
which is surging ahead in terms of job creation but still there is unemployed. So 
what... you must tackle this problem and that's what we're doing. We know that 
by 1982 about, the demographic curve will be down and we will be short of 
workers. So then it's a matter of between and during the next four years of 
saying okay how can we make sure that the workers that we have now they will 

be trained for the jobs that will exist then, that we won't have to give them 


to people that we will bring in from abroad. 


Q. A lot of this has to do with attitudes. Let's get talking about 
attitudes for a moment. I think that people's attitudes towards you have 
changed a great deal over the last ten years although you aroused strong 
emotions then and arouse strong emotions now. But I think people think that 


“ ? 
your attitude towards them has changed in ten years. True or false? 
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A. I don't know honestly. I don't think it has. I came in to 
pursue certain ideas and certain concepts of Canada and I still am. And I 


think I've always liked people and I still like them. 


Q. But in the beginning it tended to be as I recall it there was 
more emphasis on participatory democracy, -on the fact that the leaders are 
elected to lead, to carry out the wishes of the people. Now you seem to 
be telling them to suppress their rising expectations, to stop bitching 
about inflation and French on Corn Faake boxes and to count their blessings. 


Isn't that what you're telling them now, isn't that different? 


A. Certainly, it isn't what I'm telling them, certainly not only 
what I'm telling them and it's not different in the sense that you recall 

the 72 campaign that the land is strong and all that, count your blessings 
Canadians. I guess it's not good for a politician to tell them that because 
in a sense things that do go wrong we are responsible for at least in part. 
But I'm not changing my message and leadership and participatory democracy 

are very hard to put together. I believe in both. On the one hand, when you 
tell the people we want to know what you think and I haven't changed in that 
sense -- I still have the town hall meetings and I've had perhaps more meetings 
with labour and management than other groups in Ottawa in the past 23 or 

3 years than they've had even in the earlier years. So I still try to draw 
people's thought in when I was campaigning this week with John Evans in 
Rosedale. I was not going there to tell them anything. I was going there 

to listen to what they had to say. But then leadership has to come in and 

say well having heard all this, we think we should go forward and we think 
that there is a good future for the country. So I don't see any contradiction 
nor any change. Whether their attitude towards me has changed it's something 


for you to say. 


Q. Mr. Prime Minister, let me talk about one direction in which 
you're leading the country. You proposed a new Constitution for Canada. 
Are you willing to stake your political future on achieving that Constitution 


within the timetable that you set for yourself? 


A. What do you mean stake my political future? Sort of say 
if we don't do it by the Ist of August or Ist of July, if we don't have 


certain bills through? Yes. The timetable is there anyhow. I'm going to 
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have an election some time this Spring or early Summer and that's... 


Q. I mean you would regard that as something that the Canadians 
could judge you by whether you succeed or fail in this effort? Is that 


important? 


A. Yes, I think it's extremely important in terms of the self- 
confidence we're talking about. We talk mainly about the economic self- 


confidence. But think of this, that since 1927... 


Q. You said "the Canadians judge me and vote for me in the future 


according to whether I produce that for you or not". 


A. No, I don't think that it's as simple as that. I see the change 
of the Constitution as a sign of resolve by Canadians that they can deal 

with some tough problems and if they don't show that resolve neither me nor 
any other leader, neither I or any other leader is going to be able to do 
that. Okay, when I say that I'm thinking of the 5] years that under six 
Prime Ministers at eight different attempts we haven't succeeded over 51 years 
in making our Constitution a Canadian Constitution. Now you know to me this 
is a sign of dismal failure by Canadian politicians, then perhaps a failure 


support by the Canadian people. 


Q. Is that an issue that you can dramatize during an election 
campaign? Well, all it has done so far is to stir up tremendous opposition 


from the Senators, from the Provincial Premiers. 


A. It has been stirring opposition for 51 years I think, but if 
aecatans cannot support a government which is saying: "After 51 years of 
attempting to get agreement, we will at least bring in some changes which can 
be brought in under the Constitution by the Federal Government", I'd say 

the country is not worth a dime if Canadians can't show this will and is 
proud. You know we can't go on failing for another 51 years. There is not 
one independent nation in the world that doesn't have its own Constitution. 
Britain, France, Italy, the Fiji Islands, Western Samoa, Jamaica, Guyana. 
they all have their Constitution... Canadians haven't succeeded. Six 

Prime Ministers have attempted it. Well, I'm attempting it and I'm 


darn well determined to succeeed. 
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Q. What would a failure mean to you? 


A. Well, I think that the political will to move forward, to 


exist as a country has eroded in this country. That's what it would mean. 


Q. Recent Gallup poll indicates that English-speaking Canadians 
outside of Quebec are now more in favour of separation than Quebeckers inside 


Quebec. Doesn't that indicate secession... 
A. Separation of Quebec? 


Q. Yes, the poll of this week. Doesn't that confirm that the 
English Canadian feeling of alienation from the country as a whole iS now 
greater than the French Canadian feeling of alienation from that same country 
as a whole? And don't you have to consider the possibility that the big 
question today is not so much what does Quebec want but what does English 


Canada want? 


A. Well, I think we have to know what English Canada wants as well 
as Quebec. And one thing is obviously that English Canada and French Canada 
are taking a long time to decide what kind of a political system they want 
to live in, what kind of a Constitution they want to have. So the question 
is there. I don't know about the particular statistics. I'm surprised to 


hear you say that a large number of English Canadians want Quebec to leave. 


Q. Twenty-two per cent in the Prairies as opposed to say 12 per cent 


in Quebec I think were the figures. 


A. Well, I don't seriously think they mean that, you know. I think 
that if you really went to the Prairie people and asked them: Do you really 
want this country to break up? and if you explain to them the cost of not 
breaking up. You know, at least they think we have to force the Prairie 
people to speak French to remain in the country as unfortunately has been 
told to them by some people who are misinterpreting our policy. They say 

to you: I don't want to speak French. I live in Medicine Hat or Saskatoon 
and I don't want to have to speak French to buy my stamps and my bread. 

And they're right. And some people think that keeping Quebec in Canada 

means that and as they think that we just have to explain to them that's 


not what it means. When we say “Keep Quebec in by making French an official 
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language", it just means that people in Quebec, some four million of them 
who don't speak English, who don't know English, will be able to talk to 
their Federal Government in French. But the person in Medicine Hat, or 
Saskatoon, or Hay River, is not going to have to learn French, he'll just 
talk to his Federal Government in English and that's very simple. But Vf 
you... I don't know how the question was asked, but if you say "Would you 
rather keep Quebec in or would you rather let it go if it means you don't 
have to speak French the rest of you" they obviously would say “Well, I 
don't want to speak French the rest of my life, so let Quebec go." We know 
that's not the choice. The choice is we can keep having a strong united 
country with the people in Saskatoon speaking English to the Government 
and the people in Trois-Riviéres speaking French to the Government and 


that's not really difficult. 


Q. Prime Minister, let me ask you a personal question. 
A. I answer those. 
Q. Well, I'll ask it anyway. Ina recent magazine interview, 


your wife indicated that she felt she had some hopes of a reconciliation 


and there would be political effects from that of course. 


A. Well, let's talk about your marriage, Peter. 

Q. I'm separated. 

A. Tell me more. Why are you separated? 

Q. It didn't work out. 

A. Now do you think that there is any hope to reconciliation. 
Q. I'm out in this case. 

A. Why don't you work at it? 

Q. Perhaps I could take a lesson from you. It's alright. 1 


answer some questions, but I'm not a politician. My personal life really 


is not of interest to say the people in the country. 


A. Well when you can talk... but don't talk to me about it. 
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Oe Well, I'll accept that Mr. Prime Minister. Let's talk about 
the children. The last time the three of us talked together, you made the 
point that you were committed to try to keep this country together because 
you didn't want to have to face the kids "x" number of years from now and 


say I couldn't do it. What you do with... 
A. I was talking about your kids, my kids, all the kids. 


Q. Right, right, but what do you do with a kid who comes to you 
now who is 14 years' old and she says "Dad, this is a bigotted two-bit 
country and when I grow up I'm going to move to the United States." How 


do you handle that? 


A. Well, I'd sit down with her and ask her why she thinks it's 
bigotted and two-bit and try and find out what her perception is and 
hopefully prove that it's wrong. Why do you suppose she thinks it's bigotted? 


Because she has heard a few narrow-minded people. But you know... 
Q. Because she has read the newspapers and listened to television. 


A. Well, tell her what I tell my kids: Don't watch television, 
there are so many more important things to do. You know, if they watch 
television it's a very special treat. And kids of three or five should have 


other things to do if possible. 


Q. Right. Prime Minister when we talk about -- if I can get on to 
a more comfortable subject for myself -- repatriating our Constitution. 

We seem to have less and less control over our own economy. I was in 
Washington recently and I came to realize there that the pipe-line that we're 
talking about in the Arctic really depends on whether a certain bolt goes 

a certain way in the U.S. Senate. Is there any point in continuing to talk 
about repatriating our economy or should we accept as inevitable the fact 
that our economies are perhaps coming together even more closely than they 


have been in the past? 


A. Well on thing we learned at the Bonn Summit again was the great 
interdependence not only of Canada and the United States but of the six 
other industrialized countries on the U.S. energy policy. You know that's 
the only thing they asked Carter. They didn't ask him about unemployment 


and they said “Do something about your energy policy." So it's of concern 
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to us and it's of concern to the whole world. The pipe-line will be of 
immense benefit to the United States and to Canada, therefore we can only 
hope that it will come through the hurdles. But it's not the only thing 

we can do. We had been banking on that because the Americans themselves 
asked us to hurry up and get the legislation through, which we did. And 
now they're having a bit of difficulty themselves, but if it shouldn't come 
through you know we don't absolutely need that particular pipe-line. We can 
build another. We can build a gas pipe-line from Montreal to the Atlantic 
Provinces. We can develop the Lower Churchill Falls. We can think of 


tidal power in the Bay of Fundy. There is an immense amount of important.... 
OF You see the project being in some jeopardy in fact now? 


A. Noseledon*t.: «Dijust think that, if "in a reasonable amount of 
time the Americans decide that they are not going ahead with it, we'll] move 
ahead with other... I don't think this will happen frankly. I know there is 


difficulty but I think that they will move ahead with Tt. 


Q. I'm really talking about economic nationalism in fact and the 
fact that during your term -- I've always been an economic nationalist more 
or less -- during your term as Prime Minister, we really don't seem to move 


very far in that direction at all in terms of repatriating and gaining 
control over our own economy. If anything, we seem to have been drawn even 


closer into the American orbit despite a lot of talk about. 


A. Well, I don't think the facts really bear that out because we 
have a Foreign Review Agency which purpose js not to keep American or German 
or Japanese investments out. Its purpose is to make sure that if they come 
in, (a) they bring benefit to Canada and you will see that in a great number 
of the deals, the deal is allowed on condition that by five years from now 
51 per cent of the stock will be held by Canadians, and therefore it's not 
rejecting foreign investments but it's making sure that in the long run our 


domestic economic environment is more... 


Q. I understand the way the agency works, Mr. Prime Minister, but 
I'm talking about the actual, the American presence in the economy has really 
not been affected by this very much. Maybe we should stop talking about 


it and just resign ourselves to the fact Nts oe 
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A. Well, I don't think if you're an economic nationalist that 
you would favour the abolition or fear of the Foreign Investment Review 
Agency. It is there. It's not keeping capital out, it's just making sure 
that when it comes in it's of benefit to Canada. And surely this is at 


least our Liberal pro... 


Q. Mr. Prime Minister, in ten years, I think it's fair to say 
that you've inspired a great many people not just in Canada but around the 
world with the boldnesses of your attitudes and your ideas but it seems to 
me in retrospect that when you consider Mr. Trudeau is a man of action 

as a leader and a legislater that your deeds have been rather chaotic by 


comparison. Is that a fair judgment do you think? 
A. By comparison with who for instance? 


Q. With your own attitudes and ideas which all of them have been 


bold and exciting, which have caught people's imagination. 


A. Well, I think I was saying back in 1968 that the ship of state 
is a very big ship to turn around and if you want to give it a new direction 
jit takes a long time. It can be frustrating and I suppose that's why a lot 
of people come in and out of politics. The important thing is that you set 
goals and you move towards them over a longer period of time and sometimes 

it may mean you changing your methods providing your general goals are there. 
You know I never expected a rapid fire progress and one would have to look 
at the ten years and make a statistics of it and say "Well, what have you 


done and give the answers." It's a... 


Q. Prime Minister, let's move towards the end of the conversation 

by going back to the beginning. You talked about the film that we ran. 

It seems to me that was an illustration of something that many prominent 
ia somehow the media really is the main opposition to the Government 
and I know personally that not since the darkest days of the Diefenbaker era 
have we had a press gallery in Ottawa that is so hostile to the Government 

and perhaps hostile to the Prime Minister himself. All the Government's actions 
are transmitted to the public through this hostile medium. Is that your 


assessment? Is there anything that you feel that you yourself and the 


Government can do about that? 


aia thn wets ma 
suit teh tia nbadad at ’ sah ee 
phos 2 a 


‘alewtas wer OR pines ya? 6 sent ate re 
nian nn tae Ie x peveqnagh a i 


- 40 dette ‘eam to fis bite. reel one cout pio wie “Ade, 
nol aes teal! & ‘stysea shee’ ‘wish torte < GASES one t 


i saan 


stale Va yids GAs teddy Beet 4) (IK prea vow, 7 tates 1 tie 
teibwie sat ib of jnaw ‘aby 1) bak tors ya? at tie pid baad a 
i ¢ tte 2 cee? soomgue Tf aes Gl anew a pap at “pal? piol £ reday 
ay feAd at pattn.sastvogt off ‘istyitoq, to dum pe r nde whe 
eeu Peay. Ue aid %y boi teg Venne? rane mad? Stabe sven voy as ati 
wiaty eve 2leov fe ons! «uly oriteworg, Teiiew wey oataneda BOY naar ie 
4047 of sven bf ean' ono Gap rere vit tetany & baad on saven 1 wand 
vty, Gund igite hall vee iA ‘th Wo epbtettete © sda@ banseesy iat 
ae ee ctewene ocd ovtg bees 


 delsertagied any va bra oat vives? Sve 2° Set yg reper ont 
‘so gw fertt of) wi! dunce cew/eroo®  .gadnntged ar oo aoa ori 

saan (aang, neon ent pol iteeme Fo ont par deyl fee ote todt amo 
ineeVvisver 202 GF o/ as 2ogee ‘i at? 2} vite sham sid woremge eis 
ane T: indpated ot) To fyad Peeereh aly aumlz dom tent gi fenoereq won | 
Inswreved hi of sli sain of 2) dunt eeedsG-al qvetiop gesag @ Ben 
eriet foe eInsewenod, aa 11h) OS samiteetelatt wait ed; of af PP20d- pantie 
uow tett 2! .mectham etisgot em? apyowdy aif dug ed-oF Ba3 
bre le-swee voy 8IUTST shy, dint eribtitgneorentt-at 
Sekt dwodte ob 


= eS 


A. Well, I think the role of the media is extraordinarily important 
jn democracy. It does transmit the actions and the messages of the Government. 
I hope that that very important institution will be one of quality. And you 
could ask me that question about the media, you could ask me about the judges 
or about the Senate or the House of Commons, about the church, and I'd say 
these are all important institutions. And I hope that they will draw to them 


people of competence, of skill and of honesty and... 
(he Do you feel that you are faced with a hostile press in Ottawa? 


A. I think probaly the majority of the press are critical of me. 
But I don't find that particularly distressing and I think if I were in the 
media I'd probably write critically of people in office. As a matter of 
fact, when I did publish a magazine I was being critical of the government 
and that is why I suppose democracy is a good system, if that people... 
even if the government is doing well they're being told all the time that 


it should be doing better. 
Q. Prime Minister, I'm sorry to interrupt. Thank you very much. 


A. You know on that subject, I think... 
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PRIME MINISTER'S INTERVIEW WITH BILL MCVEAN OF CFRB-RADIO 
IN TORONTO ON SEPTEMBER 28, 1978 


(re: the dollar, unemployment, unions, bilingualism) 


Q. Mr. Prime Minister, probably to Canadians the value of tne 
dollar is second only to the pride we take in our flag. I know it's an 
emotional issue and a low dollar value helps our sales abroad and all 

that sort of thing, but when you have to keep running to the world money 
markets to float loans at great interest rates to save the Canadian dollar 


isn't it time to do something rather drastic but I don't know what? 


A. Well, you're not really trying to save the dollar. The dollar 
is like any other commodity. Its value is established by supply and demand. 
So too many Canadian dollars floating around the world, its value falls 

just like if there is too many apples on the market when the price goes down. 
But what does it mean? It just means -- and you indicated it -- it means 
that when the Canadian dollar is worth less we have to pay a premium to 

buy imported goods. You know if you want to buy those Italian shoes or 

that French dress, British leather, you have to pay more because your dollar 


is worth less. 


Q. Isn't 90 cents just about the level it ought to be to accomplish 


these things, to make ourselves competitive on the world markets? 


A. Well, I mean ask any buyer and most buyers will tell you if we 
can get a 15-cent discount we'll prefer that to a 10-cent discount. So it 
means that the buyers on the world markets who are looking at goods produced 
in Japan and in the United States, in Germany, in France, in Britain, say 
well, we can get the same thing in Canada but for 15 per cent lesSss lS, per 
cent discount. So that means if they'll buy here it means we'll be working 
more to produce it. It means that we'll have more employment and more jobs, 


so that doesn't seem like a bad thing. 
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Q. When we talk about living beyond our means -- and I'm living 
within my means -- I wonder if the country is living within its. For instance 
now, we've got in the hock for almost $2 billion a year interest on the 

money that we're borrowing to prop up the dollar if that's the proper phrase 
and I'm sure you're concerned about this, but are we just going from bad 


to worse? Do we need a little more drastic surgery on this some place? 


A. Well, living beyond your means js obviously never a good thing 
and it's certain that for a period in the early 70's Canada was enjoying 
great prosperity. It was, it didn't suffer the recession that existed in 
the United States and all the other countries. In other words, our economic 
growth didn't fall back. It kept proceeding and Canadians began to feel 
that they could buy more of everything all the time. When they do this 

and they work less hard and their prices go up, of course it means that 

we will be as I say buying more foreign goods than our own and it will mean 
there will be too many Canadian dollars floating around and it will mean 
the price falls. But the beauty of it is that it is self-correcting. If 
the Canadian dollar falls, it means that foreigners will be buying more 

of our goods because they're cheaper and we'll be buying less of the others. 
Now this corrects the living beyond your means. When you realize that it 
costs you 10 or 15 per cent more to go to Florida for your vacation, then 
you don't go to Florida. You go to Cape Breton or to Banff or something 


like that. So that means living within your means as a Canadian. 


Q. I'm not an economist, it seems to me I've heard that it's 
hooked to inflation and when your dollar gets down so far than you have an 


inflationary problem. One thing feeds off another. 


A. No, what you do have technically is a higher cost for your goods. 
It is not the same as inflation. If your dollar is worth less, obviously 
you'll pay more for your imported things and because we import a lot of oil 
and we import a lot of foodstuffs from Florida and California and Mexico 


and Israel and so on you're paying more. 


Q. So I'm not getting any more money though in salary in other words, 


and they are going down... 


A. In that sense, you're forced to live within your means. 
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Q. But isn't it, now I'm not an economist and I don't pretend to 
understand so many of these things, but isn't this a negative psychology 
thing? People are sitting around watching the value of the dollar go down 
and they say: Good heavens, what's happening to us? You know you go to 
Buffalo and you can't buy anything because they'll] only you 80 cents for 
your dollar -- 80 plus a little bit. Does the psychology part of this 


bother you? 


A. On the contrary, it's helpful if they react the way you do. 

If they say: Gees, it's costing me more to go to Buffalo to buy my things, 
maybe I should stay in Canada and buy them here. If they draw the conclusion 
that they're a little less well off than they were when the dollar was worth 
$1.05 American as it was between 70 and 75 about, or $1.02, $1.03, if they 
draw that conclusion we're not so well off that we can buy as many foreign 
things as before then they are living within their means @nd that psychology 


is good. 


Q. Okay, one more question. Let me ask you one more question. I 
don't think anybody ever solved their financial problems by borrowing more 
money when they were in hock which it seems to me is what the Canadian 


Government is doing. 
A. Well, what do you mean by in hock, Bat lie 


Q. Well, we seem to have a financial problem, so we're borrowing 


more money to solve the financial problem. 


A. Well, we don't actually. The size of our national debt today 

is considerably smaller compared to the total wealth in Canada than it was 

20 years ago or 25 years ago, considerably smaller. The danger is that we 
would not realize the danger signals that you're pointing out of the lower 
value, lower Canadian dollar and still want to be as rich as before, still 
want to spend as much abroad and produce less. The consequence of that would 
indeed be drastic because then. if it continued for a very long time, in other 
words if -- in your example, you said: Well I go to Buffalo and my dollar 

is worth less, so darn it I'm going to make sure that when I come back 

I'm going to get my salary increase or wage increase to compensate for the 


fact that I'm not as good in Buffalo as I was. Then the country begins to 
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go in hock. But if you come back and you say: Gee, it means that compared 
to the Americans we are not quite as productive and therefore we'll have to 
pull in our belt a little bit and not expand as fast. Then on the contrary 
it's good for the economy. So we're not really in hock. Our total borrowing 
is not as I say as big as it was 20 or 25 years ago, but it could be serious 
if we don't look at the danger signals and continue to try and live 


beyond our means to use the expression you used at the outset. 


Q. Mr. Prime Minister, I don't think I trust unemployment figures 
because they don't separate the voluntarily unemployed from the other kind 

and I also see more want adds in the paper than people lined up for work. 

Is it possible that we've created a kind of a welfare state by making it so 

easy and even comfortable to live off society without working that hardly 
anybody is really seriously looking for jobs and that these are the unemployment 


figures we see? 


A. Well I think you're trying to be provocative, Bill. 
Q. Yes, I am. 
A. I think that if you go any day, go down to the Manpower Offices 


here in downtown Toronto you'll see that there are a lot of people who are 

earnestly looking for a job. So it is a serious problem and I don't think 

that we can write it off by saying: Well, you know there is too many lazy 

Canadians. They'd rather not work, they'd rather receive unemployment 

insurance. I'm quite convinced that the overwhelming majority of people 

on unemployment insurance would rather get back to a steady job. Now, that 

doesn't mean that there are not same that are ripping off the svstem and some who 
will work for 16 or 20 weeks and then say: Okay, I'1]1 draw unemployment insurance for 

30 and then you know just knock off the job and take a vacation -- and won't 

even be looking for another job. And it's to weed out these excesses that 


we have constantly tightened up the administrative process. 


Q. Well, there is the human element as well as the statistical 
element in this thing, but at the human level do you know any poor people who 
are starving to death in Canada? Do you know anybody who has left a baby 


on a doorstep because they can't feed it? 


A. No, I think that there are probably some native peoples who are 


really very badly off. But by and large, even they are not starving, some 
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are badly nourished, but I think you're quite right. And you could use 
statistics again to show that the percentage of poor today are considerably 
less, about half as much less as 10 years ago. And that's why we have 

Canada Assistance Plan. The Federal Government pays half of the money going 
to the single parent family who can't find a job or the blind, or the crippled, 
you know who really can't work. So in that sense, even those who can't work 
regardless of the unemployment situation are not left to starve. And thank 
God, we have a compassionate and human society. And the area of medicare, 
hospital care, we've made sure that nobody is lacking in medical services and 
hospital services for lack of funds. So in that sense we have made sure that 


we would underwrite you know the basic needs of all Canadians, including housing. 


Q. That's at the creature's comfort level now but doesn't it extend 
even beyond that because it's quite profitable for some people to not work 
at all. They can make more money by being on unemployment that they can by 
working and then if they go and work and they get a little side job and try 
and bolster their income they lose the unemployment. What I think I'm trying 
to say is: Are we building a society of people who find it profitable to not 


work? 


A. Well, once again there is a percentage to be determined of people 


who would rather draw, be on the dole or draw unemployment insurance than to 


work. 

Q. Is that a big percentage? 

A. I would say it's quite small. 

Q. Because I know a restaurant chap in town who can't find dishwashers 


because they figure they can make more money being unemployed than they can 


working for him. 


A. Now mind you, if it's being unemployed on unemployment insurance, 
that is probably true. A man who earns $150 a week or a woman who earns $150 
a week can draw unemployment insurance if she has been fired or if the 
business has gone out of commission while looking for another job and she or 
he doesn't have to work as a dishwasher. He will look for another job as a 
pipefitter or she as a medical assistant or as a typist or whatever he, 


and in that sense it is true that they don't go and wash the dishes. But it 
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is also true that a small percentage of people who would rather to use their 
expression rip off the system and that is why we're going from -- well, you 
know we used to have what is called the work ethics. People found it honour- 
able to work and dishonourable to take dough when they were able and could 
work and because of that people didn't try to get money from the state if 

they could work. Now I've conceded to you there is a small number of people-- 
I don't know how many -- who would rather not work and just receive assistance 
and that is why we are going from what we call universal assistance plans 

to selective ones. For instance, in our unemployment insurance amendments 
now, we're saying: Look, if you've been unemployed in the past year and 
you've drawn a lot of unemployment insurance you're not going to be able 

to draw it again just by going back and working a little stint. Prove to 


us that you're going to work longer. 


Q. Yeah, let me put this to you. As a taxpayer and the guy who 

is footing the bill for all this now, I see no reason why in this society 
anyone should go to bed cold or sick or hungry and they should have the 
creature comforts, only the creature comforts. In other words, they should 
have bread. But whether they should have butter on jt is a debatable thing, 
but certainly I'm not prepared to pay to put jam on it. And it seems to me 


we're putting jam on the bread of the unemployed. 


A. Well, you know it's a nice image, but I don't think it corresponds 
to the reality. Take for instance our Old Age Assistance. Now, people have 
paid in for years so that when they're 65 and over they will get a basic 

old age pension. So whether they buy bread and jam or butter with it, you 
know is there a choice in a free society if they've paid in for years on 

that. But have we done? Over and above that we give what is called a 
Guaranteed Income Supplement and we say: Look, if you're really poor, aiid 

you don't have any means of making the ends meet we will give you another 

$150 or whatever -- we've just increased that last August -- we announced 
we'd increase it by $20 a month. When a person ~~ to give the exact figures -- 
a person is 65 or over and he is drawing on Old Age Pension and Guaranteed 
Income Supplement, something like $3,100 a year, is he buying tco much jam? 

I mean you answer the question. 1 suggest he is not. I suggest that he is 
getting by but not all that beautifully and I don't feel as a taxpayer we 


should say to these old people: Well, you know, $3,000 of money from the 
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State is too much. You're 65 or 75, you should go out and work. You know 


it's not realistic. 


Q. Mr. Prime Minister, on the one hand it seems that we have the 
employers -- and I'm specifically talking about in the public sector employing 
people for the Post Office and Air Canada and things like this -- on the other 
hand we have the union leaders and they seem to be locked in a battle of. 
principle and the workers -- the pawns -- caught in the middle of all this. 
But let's be specific about workers in the public sector. Should they be 
allowed to strike where they have a monopoly on the industry and you can't 

get the service anywhere else and where their employers who in this case 


are the governments at various levels can go broke? 


A. Well, I think that is a good question. They all are. But can 

I just disagree with you on the phrase you slipped in there about the worker 
being the pawn in the middle. You know the worker elects his union repre- 
sentatives, the union leaders, and in a sense he also elects his government. 
So he is not a pawn. You know if he doesn't like the employer, the Post 
Office, he can always go and work somewhere else. If he doesn't like his 


union, he can always vote to change the union leaders. 


Q. Well, there are two things wrong with that. In the first place, 
if he doesn't like the union, yeah he can possibly do something about it 
presuming the vote is reasonably democratic. Well then not all the union ones 


are... 


A. Well in the samples you give, Bill, you know in the Post Office 
they send in their ballot by mail from all across the country. The trouble 
is when they have meetings you know and I know that many union meetings are 


attended by 10, 15 and 20 per cent of the union members you know so they 


could 

Q. They could but they don't. And the other thing is, of course... 
A. If you want to be a pawn, of course you're a pawn. 

Q. Well if you say that certainly they could quit their jobs and 


go and work some place else, that is very true too. But that's not the union 


mentality because the union mentality suggests that the worker owns his job 
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which is deep in the philosophical question. Does the worker owns his job 


or does he not own his job? But the union says he does. 


A. Well if he says that he does and the worker says that, don't 
call him a pawn. He becomes a proprietor at that. I'm just disagreeing 
with your feeling that he is a helpless victim of stronger forces. But 


I think your question is... 


Q. We're on semantics. Let's get back to the basic question of 
should the right to strike be given to people who have a monopoly and are 


in a position to seize the public and hold it hostage? 


A. Well, I can unequivocally answer that some areas in the public 
service should not be allowed to strike. You know it's quite simple. If 
you take the federal level, obviously the police don't have the right to 


strike: the R.C.M.P. The army doesn't have the right to strike. 
Q. Post Office? 


A. And in every other area, there is what we call, what the law 


defines as essential workers and they're not allowed to strike. In other 


words... 
Q. The Post Office? Get back to that. 
A. Well, alright. There are some areas where obviously there is a 


right to strike. But I'm trying to define your principle. Is there a 
universal right to strike? And the answer is no. There is a right to 
strike in the Post Office and what is the reason for ler Me Ss anehe 
generally in a free society it's believed -- we certainly believe -- that 
free collective bargaining is the fairess way of establishing not absolute 
justice but a fair bargain between the employer and the employee. Whether 
the employer be the Government or whether jt be a private entrepreneur, 

the worker should be free to say: Well, you know for this kind of salary 
we will work; for that kind of salary, we will not. Now if the consequence 
of exercising that freedom is to destroy the society, you know to destroy 
the common good then we say: Well, sorry, your freedom is important but 
society is even more important. And when that happens we call Parliament 
back and we say: Look, alright you've exercised your freedom for three days 


Ghuchree weeks--< whatever: it fis) -- but at this point the exercise of 
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your freedom is no longer compatible with the good running of the society. 


Oi: Isn't that band-aid psychology to just put a band-aid every time 
there is a strike. For instance, let's talk about the postal people. If 
there is problem, then you have to recall Parliament and do something about 
it. Should they have the right to strike in the first place? lt seems. to 
me they're very essential when they can drive many small businesses into 


bankruptcy as they have and probably will do again. 


A. Well, look, Bill, if you're making the case to take the right 
of strike away from just about everybody in the private sector or the public 
you know let's hear you argue it. But you could also say that the truckers 


shouldn't strike. You could also say... 
Q. No. Wait a minute... No. 


A. You could also say... Yes, you could. Because the truckers 


are very, very important to bring food! to a City... 


Q. But you're misinterpreting me. What I'm saying is where the 
worker has a monopoly on that particular industry. If one trucker goes 


on strike, I can take off another trucker... 


A. You can't as the transport union will throw up pickets and 

they will strike a whole community and what do you do then? You know... 
well what happen and many private sectors have strikes. You could have a 
strike in a steel industry which would -- and that's private -- which would 
bankrupt steelmakers, which would bankrupt automobile makers or smal] 

shops using steel and so on. I'm just telling you that either you can make 
all strikes illegal and then you have a different kind of society. That's 
the way it is in the Soviet Union incidentally. There is no possibility 

to have a strike there. Or you can say strikes will be legal but they 
begin to be corrosive of the body politic, we will make it illegal. Now 

my argument is that if you make them illegal from the outset -- look, the 
postal services are, striking is illegal in many countries, the trouble is 
it doesn't prevent the workers from going on strike. They just go on illegal 


strikes. And then what they do for an encore? 


Q. And neither is making a Crown corporation, because workers will 


always go on strike it seems legally or illegally. But my other point on 
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the thing is that as once again speaking as a taxpayer now, you can't go 
broke bargaining with the Post Office or anybody else because if they put 
you in hock for more than you can afford you just come to me and you get 


jt out of my pocket. 


A. That's a very important point. And that's why we have established 
very clear guidelines that the Government will not pay its employees more than 
they are paid in the private sector where, to use your expression, the 
employer can go broke. And in fact, that has been our record for many, many 
years. You know even when we brought in controls in 75, the private sector 
average settlement was at 14 per cent increase a year. We were under that 

at 13. It's true that the provinces and the municipalities were above that. 
I'm talking about our Government, my Government. We were under that. And 

now consistently for the past, well since controls we've had a lesser rate 

of increase of our total budget than the growth of the whole private sector. 
But what I mean is that we don't settle now -- and we had a Bill in Parliament, 
C-28, last year saying exactly that. The public sector will have a maximum 
compensation compared to that of the private sector. In other words we won't 
pay more. And that was a difficulty in the recent Letter Carriers' Union 
strike. You know they said: Look, what do we compare with? Do we compare 
with a milkman who goes from door to door or do we compare with a meter 
reader who goes from door to door or what? And you can bargain on that and 
you can have an argument. But finally, we said: Well, this is a good 


comparison and we settle at that. 


Q. But still it doesn't stop strikes. Thank you, Mr. Prime Minister. 
A. Nor does the law stops strikes and you know that, Bastin. 
Q. Mr. Prime Minister, when I was growing up in Ontario I think that 


my attitude towards the people of Quebec was fairly typical. They chose not 
to speak the language of commerce, that that was their business and underneath 
it all there was a pride and an admiration for a Canadian people who wanted 

to hang on to their culture and they were willing to pay the economic cost 

for doing that, but now my children I'm not sure quite see it that way. I'm 
not sure exactly what they think and I think that the Québécois in the rest 
of Canada is the loser. Why did this thing come upon us? What was the 


discontent? 
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A. I'm inclined to disagree with you again when you say tnis is 
the loser. 

(ls I knew you would. 

A. You know I think there's much more openedness of mind towards 


the other official language. You see in Toronto, you see in Calgary, you 

see in Vancouver, in Ottawa, an increasing number of schools where they 

teach French to English kids. My kids in Rockcliffe are going to a so-called 
French immersion. It was an English school but they're teaching French. 

And I think you see that increasingly. You see an increasing number of 
adults who want to learn the other official language and who don't consider 
that as an impoverishment. On the contrary, they say it's great that we 

can speak the language which is spoken by at least 25 other countries in 

the world. You remember Keith Spicer's big poster that was saying: Looking 
at the world and there are 35 countries which speak to the world in English 


and there are 25 which speaks to the world in French... 


(Oe Yes, but they are very small countries... 
it's good 
A. AndV¥for Canada to be able to speak... 
Q. I think they are very small countries. And France I believe is 


down I don't know how many on the list of world languages, but that's a 


Side issue... 


A. Well, let's not talk of the size, because let's all learn Chinese, 
let's all learn Arabic and let's all learn Russian. Well, you know, you 


make a point about size. 


Q. Certainly. Well, let's talk about Canada for instance. How 
did we become an officially bilingual country rather than an officially 


multilingual country? 


A. Well we never were an officially multilingual country. The 
basis of our policy, the two poles of it is bilingualism, two official 
languages -- French and English -- and multiculturalism. But it was never 
multilingualism. People are free to speak the language they want. But the 
principle of bilingualism is that the State will be able to receive messages 


and answer messages from its citizens in one or the other language. In other 
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words, it doesn't mean that the lady in Medicine Hat or the gentleman in 


Scarborough has to learn French... 


Q. But that was in the B.N.A. Act. It was originally that the 
only two provisions as I understand it were that French would be used in 


translation in federal matters, and in provincial matters it may be used... 


AS 2 No, no, no. The B.N.A. Act said that the courts, the statutes 
and Parliament will have two languages at the federal level, never said 

that the CNR, the CPR operating in Quebec would have to speak to its people... 
Well, no. Well, I tell you you talked about the B.N.A. Act. The B.N.A. Act 
says no more than that and we've gone a devil of a distance further by saying: 
Okay, but also the tax collector in Quebec who is collecting a federal tax 
will have to speak French and the guy who is paying his tax will be able 

to ask questions in French. Now this doesn't seem very, very unfair to 

the lady once again in Toronto or the gentleman in Medicine Hat. All we're 
saying is that if you want the 6,000,000 French-speaking Canadians in this 
country to consider that Canada is their country, they should be able to 

talk to their Government in their language. It doesn't mean anyone else 

has to speak French. It just means that those who have always spoken 

French in this country and who always will should be able to use their 
language in communicating with the State. Does that seem unreasonable? 


And the B.N.A. Act didn't provide that. We are providing for it now. 


Q. It's my understanding that it did. It said originally that 


federally this would be available and provincially it could be... 


A. Well, it did not, Bill. And then you look at Section 133, it 
doesn't say that. It just says in Parliament you can use both languages. 
It says that in the courts you can plead in one or the other language -- 

the federal courts in Quebec and the provincial courts. And it says also 


the statutes, federal statutes. 


Q. Well, maybe in that case I didn't make myself clear, because 
this was what I was saying. But why the bilingual thing rather than the 
multilingual if we're talking about linguistics? Because if you go to the 
West, I would think that Ukrainian would be more useful to you than would 


French. 
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A. Yes but in the West you don't have to speak French. Nobody is 


forced to speak French. 
Q. We have a French television station in Vancouver. 


A. Well, you know... Are you objecting to the fact that your 


neighbour can tune on and listen in French? 
OF He can't if my Italian one can't, my Ukrainian friend can't. 


A. Are you suggesting that we should have services in all the 


languages spoken by Canadians? Are you suggesting that seriously, Bill? 


0: I'm wondering whether or not we should have a common language 
which would be traditionally English. Otherwise if you follow that argument 
through, why not give England back to the Danes and we'll all go back to 


speaking Saxon? 


A. Well, that could be a suggestion, but you know it might not be 
so funny because that's what a lot of Quebeckers are saying: Give English 
Canada back to England and let French Canada be a country on its own. And 
that's called separatism, Bill. And if people like you don't understand 
that the way to keep the French Canadians in the country is to let them have 
some television in French and if you don't like it you just have to switch 
your station you see. So why do you set your heart against those people who 
say: We'll stay in the country providing we can switch on to French at some 


point. It doesn't hurt you, it doesn't hurt anybody. Why do you object to it? 


Q. As a matter of fact, I rather enjoy but I think that really the 
French Canadian is probably one of the most spoiled and pampered minorities 
in the history of the world and I'm wondering how did all this come to be? 


How did all this come to be? 


A. Tell me in what way they're spoiled and pampered? You tell me 


that. That's a big statement you've just made. 


A. I think I have to bow to your fiscal knowledge on the thing, but 
it's my understanding that they have been pretty well, that Quebec has 
pretty well been propped up by the rest of Canada for a very long time and 


is being propped up now. 
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A. That really is pretty silly in saying that's propped up. 
Q. Is that not right? 
A. No, it's not right. Take for instance the Regional Economic 


Expansion grants. You know we give money to the poor provinces so that 
they can draw industry there. If you take the list of provinces who 
received such grants, Quebec is sixth or seventh in the list per capita 

of those who get money. So it's not getting more. Take equalization 
grants, those famous hundreds of millions of dollars that we give to the 
seven poor provinces in this country. Quebec is getting considerably less 
per capita than any of the Maritime Provinces. So you know you spread... 
you should talk about propping up the Maritimes if you want to use that 

I think that hurting word. I don't you'd say that very easily to a 

Cape Bretoner if you think he is being propped up by the people in Toronto. 
You know keeping the country together jis worth something. And people of 
Toronto or people of Ontario who are a have-province and the people of 
Alberta who are very rich consent that some of their taxes shall be diverted 
to the less rich partsof Canada. And those less rich parts are the four 
Maritime Provinces and Eastern Quebec. So that's our system and if you 
don't do that, you may as well cut the country off in pieces and let the 
Maritimes join the United States and Quebec be independent and just stay 
with yourselves and Alberta and form one country stretching from Ontario 
to Alberta if they'll have you. They don't like the East very much either 


in Alberta. 


de © 
ragmeat enatesl wilt <onatant: aA ae ae at 
 J6Mt ob gaamiveng ent oie saran ext am ond a 
ir waariverg Yo gett saz aes ome wil pe 
ottyko ay tat! ete at Mepvee we ‘aaate “OF ABW aie 
milstctithaee ott .a708 UF ‘7298 206 atv 22, eon t 


oi 


ait of syig ek fale 2vettob to gnatitia te thavhwe coomet 
-el qidevsnizeos goriteg 4f asdauft crags 2iadoal esadi 
Leusor Livy ma doy ab egantvoyt sole tet ag. Fo. eis ma 29) 

Tee sob? ipa Woy +i sami Tins gas gu ‘ga quorg Suods ited 2 btuc 

os viless. qsav coe! qeR biuas 2 nob I ‘padia gat nt 9 7 ; ae 

otroveT af efgnsq sith ¢S Qo Baagqoig ontsd 2i ef antaz 
Yo otqaeg tA cottasmer atoow et ~aadirepy dane 
'¢ eiqeuq Sh) 296. 420lee ‘hoover és oe ote Sta] 
feu Tate 2eape. vied 70 aes teda Soper st 5 

oO? acy ete ariag tot) 2oet sag Dak sbwntd toatteg ist 


oy J) one wotage tue e Pet? of .sedeu) aden) bie eNO 
—— 
ona 41 DaA eeoahiur) Te wean she goo Cfewies yam voe er 
(oe Jeul ton teebrsagsbrt 4¢ yeacus bee coveted Gat Beene 
of vata cope ant Merwe i Soek om woot bags saves ting sevtg ‘ 


Yoties Gsureey jens oat aft s*a0b mt. oy aver qe asia 


PRIME MINISTEP'S INTERVIEW WITH JACK WEBSTER, BCTV, OCTOBER 2, 1978 


ENTREVUE DU PREMIER MINISTRE AVEC JACK WEBSTER, BCTV, LE 2 OCTOBRE 1978 


As wee thianiersa ton sche -Eence:. 


OF I can't let you away that easy, Mr. Prime Minister. 
You know, the reportsof your political death or resignation 
may be exaggerated, but I've never in all your years as Prime 
Minister seen the Westalls, the Gwyns, the!Fotheringhams, 
not your enemies particularly after your throat that maybv 


you should quit, maybe it's time you lefts Now. give mea 


, 


gut response to that, Mr. Prime Minister. 


A. Well, I just remember that in 1972, the Tories were 
on the verge of taking over and the press had discounted me as 
the future Prime Minister and the same thing in 1974 and somehow 
in spite of these people I managed to come back with the Liberal 


Party. So why not again, Jack? 


Q. Doesn't that prove that when the time comes to 
campaign you're a magnificent. and still a charismatic campaigner, 


but you've left many things undone? 


A. Well, I don't know about the campaign. We're still 
probably many months away from alestete But in terms of things 

(5 
undone, I'd like to tell you, the things I have done but perhaps 


some other time. 


Q. Well, in a moment or two, but first of all let's 


you know be quite frank with each other. Your Cabinet has been 


) 


decimated. You, you're the only survivor in ten years. Shall 


, 


I list all those who've gone? I mean all ‘your best, many of 
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your best and all your best English-speaking Ministers have 


vanished, right? 


K.. Well, why do you say English-speaking? You could say 
French-speaking too. You know Pelletier is gone, Jean-Luc Pepin 
is gone, Jean Marchand is gone. You always seem to Ehime <s 
the English who go. I've always thought that politics was a 
very mobile place and Ministers who come in, perform to 
their utmost, they wear themselves out and then they leave. 

If I had still the same Cabinet as ten years ago, I'm sure 

you'd be the first to say: Ah, these tired old people, they've 


) 


been there for ten years. Why don't you bring some new people... 


Q. Ah, but Mitchell Sharp and Drury and Macdonald and even 
Richardson, and all these people. And the book about you by 


Radwanski was a good book. Did you feel it really painted you? 


A. I'm afraid I didn't read his book, but I have 
some friends who did and they say it's very good. But you know 
you named some of these people. My recollection is that before 
Mitchell Sharp or Drury or these others left, I was being told 
by the same people in the peceea shame got Ministers who've 
been there 15 years, why don't they move on and so on. IES: 
automatic, Jack. When a Minister moves on, he suddenly becomes 
the greatest asset I've ever had. And I'm sure that may be 
true of me-When I move on suddenly people say: Well, he wasn't 
all that bad. It's certainly true for the Ministers. I haven't 
seen one, whether it be Turner or Macdonald or Sharp or Drury 


they were 
Or Marchand who, when with me.weren't the lowest of bums, 


) ) 


incompetent and everything else. As soon as they leave: Gee, 


what a great loss! 


Q. Ah but you're not, you've never been paranoid about 


the media, have you? 
A. Just answering your question, Jack. 


Q. But on the other hand, this man Turner, well let's 


be frank todav he's quite obviously standing in the wings 
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hoping you're going to stumble. Is that a fair question to 


put to you? 


Diss It's a question which I can't answer, which I think 
you should ask him. When he left he told me that he was leaving 
for family reasons and he is a man of his word and I took his 


word. 


Ox But look at that newsletter the other day. I read 
that and I shuddered and I thought my goodness gracious me, 
what's going on in the Liberal Party: De you still have the 


Party loyalty? 


A. Well Jack, you know there was a leadership vote at 

the last convention. There was one at the one before. We have, 
under our constitution, a vote for or against, a leadership 
convention after each general election and I've always been 


tolaethat they didnt meed a leadership convention, SO... 


Q. Well. that you're as full of zip and zap as you were 


imOseminevic meNOt quite: 


A. Note qui te. No. I'm a much wiser and intelligent 


man than I was in 8. 


Q. But the other day you made a remark - I'm sure you were 
COmrceetily: meponted = when you were a bit down in the dumps 
and you said: I'd like to hand some of these hot potatoes 


out to other people. Hand me a hot potato that you can't handle. 


A. Alright, that's participatory democracy. You know 

when I involve people in decisions, that used to be okay and 

the story has been in latter years: This arrogant Trudeau, 

you know this guy who thinks he knows all the truth, this guy 

who doesn't listen to other people. So my attitude is sometimes: 
Wee okay, Lets see what eae ae ae say on this eres 
cular hot potato. And suddenly, I'm not showing enough leadership 
because I'm saying I want to listen to the people. You know 


you'll have to make up your minds. You want more leadership 
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and then you get the strength and what you call the arrogance, 
or do you want a little more of cringing and followship and 
then you say: My gosh, there's no leadership in this Government. 


You have to make up your mind and I believe I can show both. 


Q. Well, now, as a reasonably intelligent reporter, 

I was totally mystified until I read the transcript of your 

press conference of September 14th about the situation on 

capital punishment.I hate even to raise the subject, buts it 

eames out, if you'll forgive*me’, Mra Prime Minister, like 

hypocrisy. Here you're saying: We dealt with it, we finished 

it, we're done with it, but Lang has raised a good idea. Could 

you put that precise situation about the extension of what 

was that, instrument of direct democracy, so that people can 
understand where you stand on it because you're not against capital 


punishment on moral or principle grounds. 


A. Very simply, Jack. I oppose capital punishment 
because I don't think it's an effective means of self-defence 
Or society. ‘Iedon"t oppose it on moral grounds. If it is 
necessary for society to hang people, this is in a category of 
society having a war.Sometimes, you have to have a war where 
people are killed. Sometimes, you have to hang people if this 
is the way for the society to defend Meselt.. ButLewhat dt Say 
is that those who want to hang a man or have a war, have the 
burden of the proof that their remedy, hanging or shooting, 
will be effective, in other words that it will effectively 


protect society. 
QO. Thatws clear. 


A. Okay mthattws clear. Now this has been my position. 
It's the position of my Cabinet, it's the position of my Party 
and it's the position of the Leaders of the other parties too, 
MPereand Broadbent. We all veted for abolition. This being 
said -- and it's not a change in my position, because I made it 
clear that I wouldn't have a referendum, that 


Peeieavernment wouldn't have a referendum -- but I'm saying 
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that in many democracies and you know, as a Westerner you should 
know this and I believe you do: in the 20's and 30's, the 
Western Provinces had these instruments of direct democracy, 
where you would have a right as ecole to have a referendum 


on something to go against the government of the day. Now 


this is not a new idea... 


Q. Are you saying that some time in the future there 
might be a decision made by somebody to extend the instruments 
of direct democracy *O include petitions not just on capital 


punishment but maybe on marijuana and abortion? 


A. What I'm saying is that on some issues when you get 
enough signatures in the country -- you know, it might be 
500,000, it might be a million. I believe in the case of the 
Western Provinces, it was something like 10,000. -- that the 
people can say: Well, look, the Government has made such a 
decision -- in this case, abolishing capital punishment -- we 
think the Government is wrong and we don't want to wait till 

the next election to change the Government. And even 
if we do, we'd be electing another party whose leader also 
believes in abolishing capital punishment. So we want to choose 


ourselves just as they've done jn California with Proposition Bie 
O= But that's a way down the road perhaps. 


A. All I said at the press conference is 
that it shouldn't shock you people out there who are supposed 
to inform the people that somebody is thinking of it. And in 


this case, Otto Lang. 


Q. Not hypocrisy? Well, it looks like a cheap 
shot to get an election advantage. You know the Liberals 


on that tough one. 


A. Well, no, because the Liberals are not changing their 


Q. Okay, clear enough. 
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Ns If the people want to make a different decision, you 
know, what is wrong with at some point saying that people can 


decide? 


Or IT hate even to think about it. That would mean 
a constitutional amendment for that kind of recall 


wouldnt Wve? 


Ne Yes, it probably would, Jack. 

Or Can we take the constitutional proposals very simply, 
dinar 

Somer The Senate: most of the°™ Mbedple 2 the country, every- 


body except the Senators want to wipe it out, right? 
A. Well, want to wipe it out or change it. 


Q. Wipe it out really and change it into a House of 


Federation. 
A. Ah, or change it into something else, right. 


Or That's right, so let's not argue about that. Somewhere 
in the midst of all this business, people have got the impression 
that your Government in some propositions is trying to downgrade 


the Queen. Now, I know what your position is. Your position is 


you have not changed anything, that you've mainly put into 
Practical effect or will put into practical effect what's 


happening now, but tell those people who use this ammunition 


against you if they are wrong. 


A. Well, I think this is a time to use the word hypocrisy 
in terms of downgrading the monarchy. Her Majesty has come to 
Canada more often in the past ten years when I've been Prime 
Minister than in any other previous time in our history, more 
than in Mr. Pearson's, more than in Mr. Diefenbaker's time 

put together. I think out of ten years Her Majesty has been 
here mine times. That's not bad for somebody who wants 


to downgrade the monarchy. 


Q. How come the impressions that are brought down? 
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we Well, how come the impression? It's because some 
people, to use your words, are hypocrites and when we try 

to write out in Constitutional language what the practice is 
today, they take a political pretext to attack this. Now 
that's what I call playing political football with the monarchy. 


And I think that is very dangerous. 


Oe I mean as far as the monarchy is concerned, you told 
Nemibctore that as long as ats userul, WOU lela ee lita. 


The country should keep it. 


A. That's what I've said and I don't think it's worth 

starting a fight on the monarchy. And the last thing, my 

Government and myself would have wanted to doo ws to try and 

rewrite provisions on the monarchy. What we're trying to do 

is write them, Jack. You know under our present Constitution 

which goes back to 1867, no provision is made for the evolution 

of the monarchy in the past 100 years. Back in 1947 under 

Mr. Mackenzie King, Letters Patent were issued to permit the 

Governor General to exercise certain prerogatives which belonged 
to her Majesty. All we're doing is saying: Let's 


PUtethat right in the Constitutions. 


Q. This Bill of Rights has got me baffled, hw tel youl 
t : 5 

Thespili, of Rights is part of he constitutional amendment which 

is fully within the powers of the Federal Government to enact, 


uomchat COLneCt « 
A. Say that again, Jack. 


Q. The Bill of Rights is something you could do without 


consentment of the Provinces. 


A. Mr. Diefenbaker had a Bill of Rights linen SO 
Q. But you're going to put it in the constitution. 
A. Right and we're only going to bind the Federal 


Government. Rather than doing it by a simple statute, as 
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telling the Provinces ,We hope you will do the same. I think 
something like seven out of ten provinces have Bills of Rights. 
The Federal Government has a Bill of Rights. Okay, let's put 
them all together ana all agree that our governments will 


protect the basic rights of its citizens. 


Oe Asieareas language as concerned, reallly the Biull of 


Rights will just entrench the Official Languages Act more or 


less. 
De More or less, right. 
Oye Coming to the Official Languages Act and coming to 


the economy, that's one thing about which, Mr. Prime Minister, 


you must be pessimistic. 


iN Are you talking about the Official Languages Act? 


Q. No. no. I'm talking about the economy. I was thinking 
, g 


, 


of the cuts you had to make and many other things as well. 


[Ne Why should I be pessimistic? Because... 
Qe A million unemployed. 
A. ...something like 2,000,300 jobs created in a period 


of less than 10 years. Faster than any other growth rate of 


any other country in the Western World. 
Q. Is that comfort for the unemployed? 


A. It should be, Jack. If this society is healthy enough 
to. create jobs at a growth rate of 3.7 a year which is double 
that of the United States, faster than any other country in the 
world, it means that we've got a healthy economy. It also 

means that because of the baby boom and because of the new 
decision of women to participate in the labour force and the 
decision of young people to enter the labour force younger it 
means that more people are coming on the labour market. But 
once again, we're creating jobs at a rate faster than any other 
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On LimlESAV tO) Our reer aime (Minis ters) tethiat tat teas 
ten minutes the dollar is down to 84, 85 cents, with close to 
a million unemployed, you're cutting back on the U.1I.C. Program 


of which you were terribly proud indeed. 


A. Sta cain. 
Oe You're reshaping Family Allowances, you're cutting 
a lot of grants and what-not, the arts and culture and things 


generally look... 


A. Well, that's a bit of a mish-mash, Jack. You want 

to talk about them one after the other. You talked about the 
dollar. What is the fact that the Canadian dollar is worth 

less compared to the United States'? What does that mean? 

It just means that the Americans are able to buy our goods at 
bargain prices and that means jobs for us. And that's why 
before the dollar was devalued you know for the five or six 
years when the Canadian dollar was worth more than the American 
dollar, we were having either trade deficits or very shaky 
surpluses. Three years ago, we had a deficit of % billion dollars 
in trade. Since the dollar is devalued we had last year 

two billion surplus, this year we're going to have four billion. 
This means jobs in Canada. Well, there is no magic reason why 
the Canadian dollar and the American dollar should be worth 


the same thing. 


Q. Ah, but carry the logic a step further: it would definitely 


be better with a 75-cent dollar. 
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Interview stopped to change tape 
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A. IMdusayeutus good tor jobs. OUr people will buy less 
in the United States, they'll produce more in Canada which means 
jobs in Canada rather than jobs in the United States. it "s) very 
simple. One of the reasons why the dollar is lower is because 
too many Canadians in those lovely years passed were buying 
everything in the States, buying imported goods, they were 
spending their vacatiors abroad, they were enjoying all foreign 
goods and the Canadian dollar became too abundant on 
the markets of the world. And that's why its value fell. Now 
the consequence will be that the foreigners will be buying in 
Canada and Canadians will be buying in Canada and that's good 


for the economy. 


Q7 Well, there is another point -- I hate to Gace at 
when you're going in high fear -- but if I were a foreign investor 
and I looked at Canada today and I think:weve still got that 
Quebec pronleu, =) “Sti1l got that indecision in that nation, 

I think I'll hang away from investing in the country. You 

said that in a couple of major speeches. Do you really think 
tiated eyOU Were va multimillionaire outside that you'd put your 
money into Canada right now, with your election not till next 


spring, with all the problems in Quebec? 


A. I'd certainly put it in right now precisely because 
the Canadian dollar is low and I think this is a good time for 
foreigners to invest inicanada,OtL- Course: an investor 1s a very 
cautious person and some of them may not have my optimism and 

I hope yours in terms of the strength and the future of this 
country. But it should be quite obvious to anyone who looks at 
history, to anyone who knows Quebec, to anyone who sees the 

way they are reacting, to anyone who sees the Quebec Government 
itself which is procrastinating and not daring to puc the 
referendum question because it knows it's going to lose it, 

it seems to me that any speculator worth his salt would say 
things look pretty good there and obviously separatism is going 


t6 be beaten and obviously Trudeau is going to win and obviously 
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iN Well, you asked me if I were a multimillionaire 


American, I'm just telling you. 


Or fm notrasking you... Youre that confident that Levesque 


really 


is, not on his last gasp,but can't win? 


A. He could win if we made enough mistakes and I think 

our moves on the Constitution, our moves on languages are meant 
to make sure that we don't make mistakes. If Quebecers are made 
to feel that they're not welcome in this country, they will 

es: out. And that's why I think it's so important to take 
certain steps to make them feel welcome in this country. And 
this just means telling Quebeckers that they can speak in French 
to their Government. It doesn't mean your brothers in British 
Columbia have to speak French or learn French. It just means 
that Quebeckers can speak French. That's what our Official 


Languages policy... 


Q. We've gone through this before and of course... 
TaN But you never seem to remember. 
Q. Oh, I do, Sir, but I always come back and say 


that if the policy wasn't understood across the country, only 


you and your Government were to blame. 
A. Well, I suppose that's... 


Q. You don't really feel that it's a basic kind of 
bed of bigotry that has caused this trouble, not in the 


media I don't think. 


A. No. I don't think. I just think that sometimes 


they don't understand and they don't explain properly. But 

I do accept my share of the blame of not having explained it 
more day in and day out. I do know that in the 72 election 

I didn't even raise the question of the Official Languages Act, 


because I thought people understood it. Now, you know six years 
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now and telling them once again what it means. It doesn't 
mean making the country French. It just means letting Quebecers 
speak French. You know there's this book which seems to be 


selling out in British Columbia... 
Q. Don't mention it! Don't give it a thought: 


IN Why not? I mean you know the accusation is that 
we're beginning with bilingualism, then the whole country will 
be French. You know this is like telling the United States 
that they should all be Spanish-speaking because there are 


20 million Spanish-speaking... 


OF I don't want to be too helpful to you in any way, 
shape or form. I don't happen to subscribe to that particular 
book which is full of some facts and half-truths and false 
assumptions. But then you have good fo1ends an thus COouUMELY 
who say: That Trudeau is a terrific guy, but somewhere over 
the ten years he did not use his undoubted wizardry with 
words and leadership qualities to give this Mation a direction’. 


Now, don't you feel a little guilty on thai 


‘ 


BS No, © don*t. I don't. In the years when I've been 
taking the most leadership, people would say: Look at this guy. 
You know he thinks he is the only one who knows where the 
country should go. He is trying to lead us down some path 

we don't want to follow. And when I take leadership just in 

the month of August to announce almost out Of a blue sky, 

when I'm back from Bonn, the new economic measures, people 

Says Oh yeah she “is enacting too much leadership. He is doing 
it without having consulted all his Cabinet colleagues. You 


know, make up your mind. What do you want? 


Q. Yeah. No, but at the same time he said he finally 
showed leadership in the economy with your 3.7 billion instant 
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Q: And then you wishy-washed on the election for so 
long. 
Ps What's so wishy-washy about using the constitutional 


mandate to have an election when I want? You know you people in 
-the media have been calling an election every two months I think 
for the past year. You've been Calling 1c and then 

I haven't called it so you say I've been wishy-washy. You've 
been the phony prophets. You've beens callang it for, els 

going to have it in April, he's going to have Bitar, Oduye 

he's going to have it in September. So when I don't, I'm the 


guy who takes the blame. You're the guys who don't know how 


to call the shots. 


OF Well, you're speaking for the other members of the 


media since I'm not in the business of predicting elections. 


A. Well, exactly. Nor should you, Jack. You know that 


we have five years to go and we can take five years. 


Q. Oh, youl can ytsgo beyond... 

A As Jim Callaghan is AGUNGisi- = 

Q. You can't go beyond the very latest July of next year. 
PS Are you making a prediction? 

Q. i'm asking this. i mean you can't, can you? 

A. Well, more or less. 

On I mean King did it once. R.B. Bennett did it once 


I believe. 


A. Yes. I think that the return of the Writs was 
something like the end of July 74, so that would bring us to 


the end of July ‘79. 
Q. Tiatenacudo tacom be: lt. 


A. Les close. 
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ie At least we know that. Listen, politically, 


Mr. Trudeau, I wonder if your advisers... 
A. ee OmeCallLang ty not stor having It. 


O8 I wonder if your advisers are beginning to scratch 
their heads and come to you and say: Hey that Clark plan -- 
$5,000 write-off in mortgages and $1,000 property debt 
we've got to go for that, we've got to pick that up and run 
with it. Are you not tempted... will you pick that up and 


An wWaetin dee 


A. Don't worry with that one, Jack. That's going to 
cost $1.6 billion as a minimum and probably much more. It 

does nothing for the middle income and low income people. It's 
all advantageous towards the upper middle and wealthy people 
but the poor people who are renting a house get nothing out of 
the Clark plan. The poor people who can't afford to buy a house 
get nothing out of the Clark plan. He is helping the people 
with houses and the people maybe who don't even have mortgages. 
There is about 2.1 million homeowners who will be helped. The 
others who are homeowners already have cleared their mortgage. 
Their house is mortgage-free so what will they do under the 
Clark plan? They'll just go to the bank and they'll borrow 
under the Clark plan and they'll get a $5,000 gift from the 
Government. You know, I'll do that. You'll probably do that 
on your island, Jack.If this plan goes through, you'll just go 
on and mortgage your isle and why shouldn't you? You'll get 


a $5,000 gift. Now do you need this kind of help, Jack? 


here : 
Q. Tim not to answer questions, Mr. Trudeau. 


A No, I was illustrating the meaning... 


, 


Q. Oh, I get the point. On the other hand, if I did 
go out and borrow something on my little shack in Salt Spring,1 might 


be putting people to work by spending it somewhere else. 


wit Well, I hope that if you're borrowing it it's indeed 


because you want to put people to work somewhere else. Why 
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don't you do it now? I'm sure you can do it without getting 
a gift from the Government. That's the whole point. Why does 
the Government have to give you a gift of $5,000 so that you 


spend your money? 


Q: Mr. Trudeau, we must bring this delightful interview 
to an end, but before I do that I want you to answer a serious 
question. We haven't got into philosophy at all today. You 

haven't lectured me, you're being political. You are given to 


lecturing on occasions. 
TN. Only with sober people like you, Jack. 


Qe When you look at this nation today, Sir, with its 


vast bureaucracy we should be attempting to cut down, stop 


expanding... 


A. Attempting and succeeding, hey? Because growth rate 


last year, this has been less than 1 per cent. 


Q. But when do you see them? You never see an unemployed 


civil servant, do you? 


A. Well, you know. Exactly, you must... they are part of 


the statistics you were quoting here... 


Oe Question! Question! Can any Western government 
today really turn back to the bureaucratized social welfare 
state with which, like it or lump it, on an 
egualitarian basis, we're stuck to the annoyance of many 


so-called free enterprises? 


A. You know I'll give you a pragmatic and then a 
philosophical answer. We're not stuck with it and the proof 
is what we've just announced in August on family allowances. 
We say we're going to take $5 from everyone who has family 
allowances but we're going to give $200 a year to those who 
have $18,000 and less. So this means that we're using the 
money we save from giving it to everybody an@ giving it to 
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So it can be changed. Now philosophically, I think there is a 
Gocdmpottmtoumaken wack. it siathatea Lot of these welfare 
programs which tended towards universality -- you remember 

they'd attacked the means test. It was demeaning to have 

an inspector go around and say: How much money have you 

got and if you don't have enough we'll give you the dole. 

So there was a period when the trend was towards giving grants 

to everyone: anybody over 65, anybody with 
children under 18 and so on. Now li wwhoahate eloasy Welsy ielole 

proper way to go in the past generations because the work 

ethic was present then, because people in those days felt 

that working was the right thing. Today I think a lot of people are 
feeling that maybe work isn't all that good and maybe if they 
can rip off the state they will. And in this sense, it elnwbial< elatehe 
the Government is properly with his family allowance scheme, 
returning to help those who need help most rather than trying 
to help everybody. We realize that the day when helping 
everybody was possible because of the rate of growth and also 

as I say because people, whether it'd be under U.I.C. or something, 
wouldn't cheat. You know there are a few cheaters in every game. 
But by and large, people wouldn't rip off the system. Now 
philosophically people are saying, you know, if we Gan get a £ree 
buck out of the Government, let's go ahead and do it. And when 


that time comes then it's time to adjust... 


Q. And that time has come. 
A. And that's why we adjust these welfare schemes. 
Q. A snap question: I have five elderly step-sisters 


in Rhodesia. Can they come to Canada or are they still under 


that business that white Rhodesians can't come to this country, 


all things being equal? 


A. I think they can't come under Rhodesian passports 


because Rhodesia is not recognized as an independent country 


by any of the United Nations, especially not by Britain. 
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Q& That's the reason. Because you know Africa is going 


to explode, it's only a question of time, isn't it? 


> 


ae Well, exactly. And I think it's very important 
that the apartheid question, the question of discriminating 
against blacks be solved before it does explode. And you, I 
don't have to tell you the very forward role that Canada has 
s : ; Nanitbia ; ; 
been playing in the Commonwealth and in the and in dis-— 


cussion with the front-line presidents to find solutions to 


these problems. 


Or Anyways, Trudeau is out there. He as, going to) rant, 
not rant and rave, but he's going ta campaign full-time 


not in the by-elections, low profile for the by-elections. 


A. Not low profile. I'll be in every riding or just about. 
I've already been in three or four Dither. eladomtt necessarily 
go into the riding itself, but time permitting I'm going to 
try and continue as I have in the past, travel across the 


country. 


OG Anything on Cabinet shuffle to give us back a Cabinet 


Minister in the West? 


IN I'm planning a Cabinet shuffle but I don't think 


it will happen before the by-electionsas yet. 
Q. ... Gordon Gibson. 


A. You've already got three Cabinet Ministers in 


British Columbia. You know... 


Q. Oh, Lona, Ld forgotten Iona. 

Ne. Don't tell her that. 

Q. And Ray Perrault. And who is the third one? 

A. You should do your homework before actually doing a.-- 
Qc. Mr. Trudeau, thank you very much. 

UN Thank you, Jack. 
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MR. RADWANSKI: (Financial Times) Prime Minister, what has happened to the 


communique to your short list of areas to be discussed by the Committee? 
In fact, what has happened on the communique? Have you 
any indication of just what this Committee of Ministers was hoping to 

do, why was it dropped and where do we stand? 

THE PRIME MINISTER: Well, very simply, it is stated I think in the 

first paragraph where the areas of constitutional reform are: Charter 

of Rights and Freedoms, the Distribution of Powers, the Institutions of 
the Canadian Federation - and we know what that means, especially the 
Supreme Court and the Senate - and the process of constitutional revision, 
including patriation and an amending formula. These are the four areas, 
as you know, that we made progress on in the past three days. 

We were meeting over luncheon, trying to spell out in some 
detail what we have said under each of those items, and we reached the 
conclusion that i# would really take us a long time, that we were really 
attempting to do what we have asked our Ministers of Justice, our 
Ministers of InterProvincial Affairs to do over the next two months. 

They know the subjects we have discussed, they know the areas that we feel 
should move forward concurrently, and they have already set three days 

of meetings three weeks from now and another three days in early 

December and then some time in January, so that is the short answer: that 
we didn't feel that it would be useful to try and nail down every comma 
and semi-colon of what has been said in the last three days, particularly 
because the conference was open and that people know what the positions 

of the various delegations are. We feel now it is up to these Ministers 
to report to us. 

There is an important indication there in the instructions 
we give to these Ministers; it is to refer to us as Cabinets at any 
time if they reach some difficulty, not to wait to tell us in February 
what the difficulty is but to ask for a solution right away. 

MR. RADWANSKI: A supplementary if I may, sir: Your reaction.whemyou 


returned to the conference from after the lunch break was interpreted as 


a less than happy one and we have this communique which appears not to 
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include the kind of list which originally had been anticipated in the 
talks at the conference. How serious a setback is this to what you he 
been hoping would come out of this meeting? Are you in fact less char 
happy as you appear to be? 

A: Well, I would be more happy if we had agreed today on final 
words regarding division of powers, of patriation, Supreme Court and 
Human Rights. Obviously I'd be happy. I am always happy when a 
miracle happens. But I didn't expect it to happen and I don't think 
anyone in this room did. We said, "Okay. Here is some measure of 
agreement and movement in these areas. Let's get a conference soon in 
the New Year to spell it out." After the February conference you can 
ask me if I'm very happy or very unhappy and - I don't know - I hope I 
will be very happy. But at this conference I don't think I should be 
either bursting with joy or in any sense discouraged. I think for the 
first time we have discussed in a very serious way a new division of 
powers. For many of the Premiers around the table it was the first 
time we were discussing at any length constitutional problems together | 
and I am happy with the progress we have made Monday and Tuesday and 


particularly last night. 


JEAN RIVARD (Télémédia): Monsieur le Premier ministre, avez-vous 
pu vous entendre avec vos homologues au cours de négociations 
privées ou de rencontres privées sur 

le mandat ou l'ordre de référence 4 la Cour supréme des pouvoirs 
que le Parlement canadien posséde pour changer le Sénat et 


les choses du genre que vous devez soumettre au cours des prochaines 


semaines? 


PREMIER MINISTRE: La question n'a méme pas &té soulevée. 

Je le regrette. G’ai indiqué dans ma présentation hier matin 
que pour ce qui est du Sénat nous avions réf6ré le sujet 4 la 
Cour supréme mais sur aucun autre sujet n'a-t-on soulevé 

la nécessité ou l'urgence ou méme la possibilité de référer 

autre chose 4 la Cour supréme. 

JEAN RIVARD: Ce que je vous demandais, Monsieur le Premier 


ministre, c'est l'ordre de réf6érence de cette question du Sénat 


& la Cour supréme. vous aviez dit que vous consulteriez vos 


== 


coll@éques provinciaux peas la rédaction. Est-ce que vous 

avez pu arriver A un ordre aprés consultation? 

R: Oui, je crois que c'est déja fait. I1 faudra que je 
vérifie auprés des ministresde la Justice mais j'ai 6crit Aa tous 
les premiers ministres il y a a peu prés six semaines leur 
donnant 14 jours pour faire des commentaires sur ce que vous 
appelez l'ordre de référence. J'ai fait la méme chose avec 

les chefs d'Opposition. Les délais sont depuis longtemps 
expirés et je serais fort é6tonné qu'on n'ait pas déj& fait 

la réf6rence & la Cour supréme Mais je ne peux pas vous le 
garantir. Certainement, cela non plus n'a pas 6té discuté 
aujourd'hui. Je crois que tous sont plus ou moins satisfaits, 
sont satisfaits de ce que j'avais proposé comme ordre de 
référence. Quelques-uns ont suggéré des ajouts que nous avons 


acceptés. 


MR. MIKE DUFFY: (CRC) Prime Minister, the discussions concluded, 

the public discussions concluded yesterday with the agreement on a 
formulation of a short list which, after 51 years, seemed to be, next 
to Victoria perhaps, the most progress that had been made at any 
constitutional meeting of this type. What happened between the time we 
adjourned here yesterday and the time you came back to this conference 
room a few minutes ago that would prevent the formulation of the 

short list? It seemed that all premiers agreed there should be a short 
list. Today the communique has none. Why? 

A: Well, the communique does refer to the distribution of powers 
and to what all parties said on it in the past two days, and the 
communique refers to the continuing Committee of Ministers - all the 
things on the short list. 

MR. DUFFY: But with great respect, sir, its a very broad short list 


that you have in your communique. Why do you think, if the First 


afle 


Ministers were not able to reach agreement on putting the short list 
with some specifics such as wsing spending power and the 
various other issues that were discussed, why, if you weren't able to 
reach agreement today at lunch, would you think that the Justice 
Ministers would be able to reach agreement? 

PE But there was no disagreement at all at lunch on what should 
be in the short list. It is the thing that we said yesterday and the 
day before and this morning. I would be very surprised if you have 
heard anything different. We all agree on what should be studied by 
the Committee of Ministers. We agree on the items. Most of them, insofar 
as distribution of powers, were taken out of the Premiers' communicue 
in Regina. We agree that the miore list should contain the Senate -- 
sorry, the Supreme Court and the monarchy. We agreed that the short 
list should cover human rights, including language rights. We just 
didn't want to a@ lunch attempt to spell out what particular provisions 
would come under each of those items in the short list. But the short 
list has not been changed or modified, and I'd be very surprised if 
anyone had told you the contrary. 

MR. DUFFY: The communique was changed though, sir. 

A: | The communique could have been changed. I have no idea. 

MR. DUFFY: The original draft communiaue, in our understanding, was a 
lot broader than what we have here now, these two very general pages. 

A: Well, you must have had access to some drafting exercise by 
federal and provincial officials. But the Premiers didn't want to get 
in that drafting exercise. They said that will be the job of the 
Continuing Committee of Ministers to say what we say on the particular 
item d limiting the federal spending power, for instance, and how shall 
it be limited and so on. We could have quoted everything they said at 
Regina and everything they said yesterday, but we didn't see any 
advantage in doing that. That, I repeat, will the job of the Continuing 
Committee. I can assure you that there was, to my honest recollection, 
no attempt over lunch or at any other moment to subtract or add things to 
the short list, and that's why I repeat the first paragraph is very 


comprehensive, with respect. 


oe 


CATHERINE BERGMAN (Radio-Canada): M. le Premier ministre, 
quelle que soit la couleur des gouvernements du Québec, ils ont 
toujours refusé d'aborder la question du rapatriement avant 
celle du partage des pouvoirs. Sachant cela, pourquoi avez-vous 
décidé d'ajouter dés maintenant la question de rapatriement 
au programme du Comité constitutionnel? 
R: Eh bien, il ne s'agit pas de l'avoir décidé 
a cette Conférence. Nous discutons de rapatriement depuis 1927. 
C'est bien connu, la province de Québec a participé 4 au moins 
une dizaine d'‘exercices de ce genre. Nous n'‘avons jamais réussi 
& nous entendre,toutes les provinces entre nous et le Gouvernement 
fédéral. Parfois c'est le Québec qui ne s‘entend pas. Sauf 
erreur, 4a Edmonton, c'&était l'Alberta qui ne s'entendait pas 
sur la formule d'amendement. Mais ce n'est pas une raison pour 
ne pas l'aborder et tenter de résoudre ce probléme. 

gonns/ $e: 
CATHERINE BERGMAN: Etant/que c'était la premiére fois qu'il y 
avait un déblocage sur la question du partage des pouvoirs, 
pourquoi ne pas avoir laissé faire des progrés concrets sur ce 
sujet-la avant de remettre sur le tapis la smestien du rapatriement 
c'est-a-dire attendre en fait 4 la Conférence de février? 
R: Eh bien parce que nous avons tous convenu d'étudier 
trois sujets plus, sauf pour le Québec, un quatriéme. Mais le 
Québec ne s'oppose pas 4 ce que l'on étudie des formules d'amendements. 
Simplement il ne veut pas y participer, lui, la province, le 
gouvernement provincial. Mais je l'ai dit clairement ce matin: 
essayons de faire des progrés sur les quatre sujets et on verra 
en février s'il y a eu des progrés ou non sur les quatre sujets. 
On décidera 4 ce moment-la si on peut procéder avec un ou deux ou 
trois ou s'il faudra absolument avancer sur les quatre. Mais 
je ne pense pas que méme le gouvernement québécois s'oppose 4 
ce que nous, nous cherchions des formules d'amendement qui 


pourraient peut-étre agréer 4 tout le monde. 


tie 


MR. PETER DESBARATS: (Global) Mr. Prime Minister, the dialogue between 
yourself and Premier Levesque had a very historic ring to it, and after 
listening to it I wondered whether there was any reason to believe that 
we are any further ahead at this point toward achieving a truly Canadian 
constitution than we have been in the past, and how you felt about your 
own target of achieving some movement in this direction by July Ist 
after this morning's session. 
A: Well, I certainly attempted to answer that this morning, in 
particular when Premier Blakeney asked-the question: What happens in 
February -- and I believe I am addressing myself to Miss Bergman's 
question -- what happens in February if we don't move on everything, 
including patriation? And I pointed out (I hope you were listening) 
the technical dfficulties of changing the constitution, particularly 
by limiting federal powers, until we have an amending formula. But I 
said it could be dmne and I indicated one way in which it could be done: 
it would be by a federal Bill and I haven't heard any argument against 
that. 

When we presented a federal Bill last June, the provinces 
said "No. You should do this unilaterally." But now, since they want 
us to make some change in the distribution of powers, I think they will 
have to tell us how they want it done. We can do it by statutes adopted 
in the provinces and concurrently in the federal government - but, then, 
that won't be entrenched; or we can do it by going to Westminster and 
telling Great Britain that it should adopt a further BNA Act limiting 
federal powers - and I indicated it wasn't my intention to do that; or 
we could do it by reaching agreement on an amending formula, and that is 
why it is right in here, and at least nine of the provinces and the 
federal government consider it an urgent matter to find ways to patriate 
the constitution. 
MR. DESBARATS: One of the provinces has said that it is not going to 
co-operate in pursuing that, so doesn't that bring that effort to a halt 
at this point? 
A: Well, I think the Quebec government will have to answer 
that question ndeed. On the one hand they want the federal government 


to transfer powers to the province of Quebec and to other provinces; and 


I take it that if they want that transfer, they want it to be some way 
entrenched; they mn't want it to be changeable next year if we change 

our mind. And I asked them how they want‘itentrenched, how can it be 
entrenched? Are they saying that the Canadian government should go to 
London and limit its spending power, for instance, in some way? I haven't 


heard an answer to that. 


SERGE RIVEST (CHRC Québec): Monsieur Trudeau, le fait que M. 
Lévesque ait 6té en fin de compte le seul premier ministre 

a s ‘opposer ace que l'on discute de formule d'amendement 

et de rapatriement de la Constitution me pousse a vous demander 
la question suivante: est-ce que, comme vous l'évoquiez il y 

a deux ans, il y a encore possibilité que vous ayez envie de 
rapatrier unilatéralement la Constitution et, d'autre part, 
est-ce que ce qui est arrivé en fin de compte ne compromet pas 
l'échéance du ler juillet? 

R: Il ne peut pas étre question de rapatriement 
unilatéral puisque nous avons au moins neuf provinces qui disent 
que c'est important et urgent que nous rapatrions la Constitution. 
Alors il ne s'agira pas d'unilatéralisme. 


SERGE RIVEST: Cela veut dire que vous abandonnez l'idée 


qu'il faille un accord unanime en fin de compte pour rapatrier 


la Constitution ou pour réformer la Constitution? 

R: Je pense que personne n'a jamais dit qu'il 
fallait que ce soit unanime. Si tout le monde était d'accord 
que l'unanimité 6tait bonne en tout et partout, nous aurions 
trouvé effectivement une formule d'amendement. Mais j'ai 
entendu et vous l'avez entendu ici, un premier ministre comme 
M. Lougheed dire: il faut l'unanimité. Et un premier ministre 
comme M. Blakeney dire:non, il ne faut pas l'unanimité, cela 


ferait vraiment une Constitution trop rigide. 


MR. PATRICK NAGLE: (Vancouver Sun) Sir, given the outcome of this 
conference, do yu still intend to use the existing federal government 
right to amend the constitution in the areas where you are competent to 
do so? 

A: Well, I don't have that intention now. I am hopeful that by 
February we will be able to reach enough agreement in these areas to 
have what Premier Blakeney called "a package" on constitutional matters 
on which we would agree. How that particular package is moved ahead 
with is a question that I have asked the provinces themselves, and which 
I-have just repeated to Mr. Desbarats. We could do it in a federal 
statute, if that is the way they want; or we can do it by going again and 
again and again to Westminster; or we can do it by agreeing on an 
amending formula, and until February is here I can't say which of the 
three methods will be the ones the provinces either prefer or ask us to 
use. 

MR. NAGLE: Well, sir, just to be absolutely certain, Bill C60 states 
quite plainly that the federal government has certain rights, such as 
Senate reform amd reform of the Supreme Court of Canada. You reserve 
those rights but are you going to act on them? In other words, sir, 
Bill C60, is it still on the table in parliament across the street? 

A: No, its not, because it was on the table in the last session -- 
MR. NAGLE: Yes. 

A: --and we haven't reintroduced it. But we indicated that we 
would want to have the results of this conference, the results of the 
Pepin/Robarts Committee, and we want to have the results of the Standing 
Committee on the Constitution, the Joint Committee of the Senate and the 
House of Commons on Constitution. 


Now, we don't have the Pepin/Robarts results yet. I hope 


Ox 


they will come before the end of the year or very early in the New Year 
so that we could, if necessary, draft a new C60. I point out to you that 
the Standing Committee of the House of Commons and of the Senate 
unanimously agreed that we should have a declaration of powers -- sorry, 
a declaration of fundamental rights in a federal bill, and what they 

are saying is that some aspects of C60 we certainly agree with, and I 
guess it is fair to say we would want to proceed at least with that 

kind of thing but our first choice would be to get all the provinces to 
agree, or as many as possible, as they did seem to agree, you will 
recall, yesterday afternoon - not unanimously but, by count,I think that 
there were about five provinces that agreed. And then when we went to 
the"notwithstanding"formula that was discussed between Mr. Lang and 

Mr. Lougheed, I think I can say without breaking Ae confidence that a 
couple more premiers last night added themselves to the list. I 
really shouldn't be quoting in detail, but by my count there are only 
two provinces that wouldn't want an entrenched Bill of Rights, providing 
there is a notwithstanding clause in it. 

MR. MARK PHILLIPS: (CBC) Let me pursue that one more step. You say it 
will be preferable to work with either a unanimous or at least majority 
provincial approval past February to go ahead with the various options 
proposed today. I am just wondering whether you still intend to do 

that on those issues which are now before the Supreme Court and the Sub 
Committee. In other words, you have mentioned the Bill of Rights, but 
what about the Senate and Supreme Court? 

A: Well, the Senate I can answer quite unequivocally and I made 
the point at the conference yesterday, is that we would not proceed 
without the concurrence of the provinces on changing the Senate until 

we had a decision from the Supreme Court. Was there another aspect of 
that? 

MR. PHILLIPS: ‘The Supreme Court itself. 

A: The Supreme Court itself? You heard the consensus yesterday. 
I think it is fair to say that all agreed that the Supreme Court 

Should be entrenched - at least all those who spoke about it yesterday ~ 
just be a 


that it should be entrenched in the constitution rather than 


federal statute. 
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The nature of that Supreme Court may be different in the eyes 
of some but the fact that it should not be a mere federal statute but 
entrenched in the constitution seemed to have, to my memory, the 
concurrence of all. The question of how regional confidence in that 
court is obtained was indeed a matter for debate. Premier Bennett of 
British Columbia proposed one method of doing it - to wit, the nomination 
of judges would be approved by a new Senate. Others suggested it would 
be sufficient to consult the Attorney-General, and it is fair to say that 
beyond the general agreement to entrench, we are not agreed on what the 
particular composition of the court should be and what particular method 
of selection of the judges should be. 

I lave indicated that we are quite flexible. I really don’t 
care if it's eleven or nine judges. I asked the Quebec delegation quite 
directly yesterday, "Does it matter to you and do you have any particular 
views on whether the court should be sitting on civil law matters?” 
because you will recall that the reason we were suggesting to go to 
eleven judges is to permit a panel of four civil law judges. But if 
Quebec is not feeling strong on it, we would gladly go back to the nine 
judges, which was my original inclination in the first place. 

MR. DOUG SMALL: (The Canadian Press) Would you plan to bring the 
constitution home with or without provincial consent before the next 
election, and how do you plan to reverse your slide in the Gallup Poll 
today? There is a complete reversal since January 1977. The Tories are 
now leading your Liberal party. | 

A; Well, on the first part of the question, I dealt with it a 
moment ago when I said the question was not only hypothetical but 
unrealistic because there are at least nine provinces who feel that it 
is important and urgent to bring the constitution home. So I obviously 
wouldn't act alone. I have at least nine provinces with me. But when 
that will happen, whether before or after the Gallup Poll changes, I 
really can't say. I guess my most proud comment about the Gallup Poll 


is that I'm pretty darn lucky I didn't call a general election in 


September. 
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PAUL RACINE (Radio-Canada): Monsieur le Premier ministre, 
rapatrier la Constitution, c'est &évidemment ramener un bout 

de papier si important soit-il au Canada. Ce qui compte, 

c'est ce que l'on fait avec le bout de papier, c'est-a-dire 

la formule d'amendement qui va avec. Alors vous dites qu'il 

y a neuf provinces qui seraient probablement d'accord pour 
rapatrier le papier mais est-ce que vous seriez prét a faire 
adopter un mode d'amendement a la Constitution malgré l'opposition 
d'un seul gouvernement, mais qui serait le gouvernement du Québec? 
ite Non, je n'ai méme pas dit que les neuf provinces 
6taient d'accord sur un mode d'amendement... 

PAUL RACINE: Non, pour le rapatriement. Mais rapatrier, c'est 
ramener un papier ici. Mais je parle du mode d'amendement, 

parce que vapatrier un document en soi, cela n'a pas tellement 

de signification si on ne peut pas le modifier. 

R: D'abord, cela dépend des personnes de qui on 
parle. Moi, je trouve que cela a une certaine importance 

que le Canada ne soit pas le seul pays au monde 4 ne pas avoir 

sa Constitution. C'est &videmment pas votre avis, ni l'avis 

de M. Lévesque. Mais moi je trouve qu'il y va vraiment 

d'une question de fierté, surtout pour un gouvernement comme 

celui de M. Lévesque qui parle toujours de relent de colonialisme, 
il y a va de notre fierté comme Canadiens de dire: enfin, nous 
avons une Constitution 4 nous. Nous avons réussi comme Canadiens 
a faire cela. C'est juste un bout de papier comme vous le dites, 
mais ce bout de papier se trouve & étre le fondement de toute 

la société civile. Sans ce bout de papier, comme vous l'appelez, 
il n'y a aucune loi qui tienne parce qu'au fond, c'est pas 
l'autorité du prince ni l'autorité du pape qui fait qu'on obéit 
Ades lois. C'est l'autorité de la Constitution. Alors pour moi, 
il importe que cette Constitution soit un document a nous 

plut6t qu'un document anglais. Je comprends que dans la 
dialectique séparatiste, ils aiment mieux que cela reste en 
Angleterre. C'est pas notre avis, c'est pas l'avis de notre 
Gouvernement, c'est pas l'avis,des neuf autres provinces. 
Alors on est devant cette absurdité que le seul gouvernement 


d : ; ui 
qui parle de statut colonial, c'est aussi le ROA il att hai 


Ser 


veut maintenir ce statut colonial vis-&-vis l'Angleterre. 
Question de choix. 

PAUL RACINE: Monsieur Trudeau, ce que je voulais vous demander, 
c'est pas... 

R: Vous n'avez pas parlé de bout de papier, non? 
PAUL RACINE: D'accord. J'ai dit si important soit-il. Ma question 
c'était: est-ce que vous étes prét non pas 4 rapatrier la 
Constitution, mais je dis qu'il faut un processus d'amendement 
qui va avec sinon c'est avoir une télévision sans avoir le 

mode d'emploi. Alors est-ce que vous étes prét 4 imposer un 
mode d'amendement 4 cette Constitution, méme si le gouvernement 
du Québec n'est pas d'accord? 

R: Je ne suis pas prét 4 imposer ce mode d'amen- 
dement. Si je 1l'&étais, je ne me serais pas mis d'accord 

avec ce communiqué qui demande aux Procureurs généraux et aux 
ministres des Affaires intergouvernementales d'étudier puis 
d'essayer de s‘entendre sur un mode d'amendement. 

PAUL RACINE: Oui, mais la province du Québec est la seule 


province qui a dit qu'elle ne veut méme pas en discuter. 


R: Eh bien, elle n‘'en discutera pas. 
MR. PAUL PARK: (CKCU) Prime Minister, over the last 51 years we have 


had ten such conferences; we are going to have an eleventh one next 
February. How long is it going to be before you quit talking and start: 
getting to concrete action on getting some real changes? 

A: Well, I gave you that answer last June when I brought in 

Bill C60, and I think perhaps it is more and more evident to a lot of 
people now that we either can wait another - how many months and years 

I don't know. We will know in February. But we have said quite clearly 
last June that if the provinces can't agree on anything, and they can't 
even agree on bringing it back, and if they also think that it always 
has to be done with unanimity, then we will go ahead and write a 
constitution on our own in federal matters, as we did in Bill c60. And 
if they say some of these things are provincial matters, we say we will 


take them out as we did with the Senate. So that's action; that's 


action. o 


SS ce 


MR. PARK: You are not going to wait for unanimous consent from all 
ten provinces? 

A: Well, no. I am waiting until next February for that consent 
and I hope it will come. 

MR. DICK GWYN: (The Toronto Star) There are two questions, Prime 


Minister, one of clarification. On this short list, this disappearing 


' short list, is the Senate on it? 


A: Not, I would think after the statement I made yesterday. We 


made some short attempt, you will recall, to discuss the Senate but at 


least - was it four or five Premiers said that they were reasonably happy 
with the status quo providing we took a little more care in appointing 
the senators. But they weren't suggesting that, really, the basic 
composition way of setting it up be changed. So I didn't pursue it, 
and if the Attorneys-General and Ministers are wise, they won't spend 
too much time on it because it didn't look yesterday as though a 
Consensus was going to develop on reform of the upper house, and Lee cnac 
is the case I am advising them to put it aside so that at the February 
conference we have reports on things on which they can make progress. 
MR. GWYN: Prime Minister, why I asked about the Senate is that Premier 
Bennett thinks it is on the short list; he told me so in an interview 


and I am sure he told a lot of other people. He feels very $trongly, and 


as a matter of pride, that there is an initiative on it. Could you 
explain why you haven't agreed on what it is you have agreed ? 

A: Well, I made that clear yesterday too and there is a provision 
in here which says to the Attorneys-General, "You study everything that 
we talked about. But if on some things you feel you are not making 
progress, don’t let the whole thing bog down on that." I am happy if 
they study the Senate. My prediction is that they won't make great 
progress, and therefore my advice would be, "Don't take up all of your 
Precious time on the Senate. There are other things on which we can 


Make progress." 


eae. 


Look: 3, sub paragraph (c): 


"to ask the Constitutional Committee to provide them" -- 


the governments -- 


"with interim reports on difficulties that might 
arise during its deliberations, which could prevent 
specific proposals being framed prior to their next 
Conference on the Constitution;" 
That is exactly the answer to your question. Go ahead and study the 
Senate, if B.c.te@ltents it to be studied, but don't wait until the end 
of January to tell us, "Gee, we spent three months on the Senate and 
we have made no progress." Tell us right away at the first meeting three 
weeks from now and then we wild give you some instructions that maybe 


you could move on to something else on which you can make progress. 
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TRANSCRIPTION DF LA CONFERENCE DR PRESSE CONJOINTE DES 


PREMIERS MINTISTRES REGIN ERT TRUDEAU, LE 7 NOVEMBRE, 1978, 
OTTAWA 


PREMIER MINISTRE: Bonjour Mcsdames et Messieurs, je suis heureux 


de vous pr¢senter le Proemicr ministre Begin, un visiteur parmi 


les plus distingu¢s que nous ayons re¢gus, un homme qui a joué 


un 


réle crucial] dans 1'Gtablissement de son pays et ensuite dans 
politique qui a suivi ct un homme qui maintenant, comme vous 
savez, depuis le Camp David qui lui a mérit& le prix Nobel, 


homme qui jouec un réle crucial dans 1'établissement de la 


paix non sculement entre son pays et 1l'Egypte, mais, nous l'espérons, 


la paix dans le Proche-Orient qui est un lieu ot la sécurité 


de 


fous los pays est engagee. 


Ladies and Gentlemen, To am happy to introduce Prime Minister 
Begin. Ue is a very distinguished guest. We are very honoured 
to receive him. We discussed many questions together but I made 
known to the Prime Minister the very warm feelings of Canada 
towards the State of Tsracl, towards his government, towards the 
man he is, a man who has cndured great hardships in the name of 

a eause in which he belicves, but a man who has shown that he can 
fight hard. But more important for the stability of the world 
and of the Middle Rast in particular, a man who has shown the way 
to peace. fle is a very welcome quest. We discussed namely 
subjects relating to the Middle Fast but there were a few 
bilateral subjects that we also had the time to discuss and hopefully 


to settle. It is a pleasure therefore, to hand the mike and the 


floor to you, Prime Minister. Thank you for coming. 


PREMIER REGIN: Thank you, Mr. Prime Minister. Mr. Prime Minister, 


Ladies and Gentlemen, first of all, TI wish on behalf of mv wife, 


dee 
my colleagues and myself to express our/gratitude to the Prime 


Minister for inviting us to come to this great country. TI know very 


well Canada. An ocean divides us and friendship brings us together. 


We have the same values, we believe in the same ideals, of freedom 


and democracy, and this creates the affinity between our two nations. 


We have had until now three talks, last night and today a private 


talk with the Prime Minister and then his advisors and my colleagues. 


And, as the Prime Minister said we debated the issue of peace in the 


Middle Fast. As well as several bilateral problems concerning 


Canada and Israel, Tt informed the Prime Minister and his colleagues 


about the developments which led through the Camp David Conference 


Sines tha woasit of President Sadat an Jerusalem. sAnd also anoue 


the state of the negotiations for siqning the peace treaty between 


RaVpe ANG Tsiracl eaeeeuet 0 (can Geld 


you now without going into details, 
for roasons 
/which are obvions to you, because they are very delicate neqotiations, 


that the negotiations themselves are quite satisfactory. We made 


real progress. We have a draft peace treaty. Not all the problems 


are already solved or agreed upon, there are also some differences 
of opinion, but many issues are already not only solved but also 
agreed upon. We do hope that oventually after a period of negotiations 
I wouldn't try to fix a date, it may be a week, it may be two, it may 
be even more, you shouldn't be too impatient. When I was in the 
United States, T had to tcll them the strike in the New York Times 
lasted cighty days, so for three months they couldn't find the 
formula to re-open the newspaper, and over lere deal with the 

the last for 
conflict for/thirty -one years, exactly7sixty-one years. So we 
must all be patient, and in time we shall find solutions to our 
fens. ic) tanatet sign the peace treaty between Fgypt and then 
qo on to solve other problems with the Palestinian Arabs, then we 
have also hope that we shall neqotiate peace treaties with our 
other neightbours. The purpose is to find a comprehensive peace 
settlement in the Middle Mast and have peace treaties siqned with 
all the states which are neiyhbouring the State of Israel. Of 
course, it always depends on both sides. I may add the resolution 
adopted in the Raqdad Conference and that is complete negativism. 
So we shall never lose hope for a change of heart. And we hone 
that there will be peace in the Middle East. Thank you Ladies and 
Gentlement for your attention, if you have any questions to ask 


me T will try to evade in my replies whatever you ask me but I 


Wat to ae in friendshi ts. 


oO. Mr. Beqin, did you find that the Canadian position 
on Camp Navid accords: and on the peace aqreement was ... is 


there a specific Canadian position which was related to you? 


PREMIER BEGIN: There is deep understanding by the Prime Minister, 


by the government of Canada 


PRIMER MINTSTRR: And admiration 
PREMTER BEGIN: tor the Camp David agreements. 
PRIME MINTSTRR: And suport 


PREMTER BEGIN: And support. 


OE Mr. Begin, were questions ratsed on whether Canada 
miaht contribute toward a withdrawal from the Sinai, might 


CO aL OO ments 


PRIME MINISTER: Peace keeping ,.. 


oO. eee VOhAHDITi tation and other costs 


that might be involved mn tie withdrawal from the Sinai? 


PREMTER BRGIN: We didn't mention any financial aids, As you know 
in the United Stutes, we dian't ask for a qrant, wo asked for a 
loan, for a longer period of time. Recanuse great expenditures 

will be ineurred in evacuating an army of tens of thousands of men, 
ond all the installations built during the cleven years. As far 

as Canada is concerned, we didn't ask for any financial] help. We 
asked for a balance in our trade exchanges which is comnoletely 
natural. The Prime Minister promised me with his colleagues to 

do whatever is possible to have that balance achieved, So both 


from 
countries will benefit / it, but we speak ahout United Nations 


Forces sSharm-ol “Sheikh te Sure the freedom of navigation 
through the iran straiqhts, And this time we have already 
aqareed with the Kgyptians that those United Nations forces will not 
be removed unless there is a positive vote of all the five 
permanent members of the Seanmerty-Cauncil. Tn other words, those 
five members who can veto anv resolution. Tt wad not the case in 
1967 when NASA asked tian remove the United Mations forces and 
without any deliberations of the Segurity Council they were 
removed immediately and war broke oyt. This time in the peace 
treaty with Kagypt we make sure that that wil] not happen again. 
And as you know there are Canadian xo atare in the United Nations 
Pore ees participate in the new force in Sharm-el-Sheikh 

T cannot say now, T believe it is up to the Canadian Government to 
decide if they are invited by the Imited Nations to aive their 


share, 


Or ; Pete: Hieeet 9, We 
Nhe best Bank? A new contribution, what area are 


you thinking of there? 


PRIME MINTSTER: Sinai. 


PREMTER BRGIN: We spoke about two places in Sinai. The south, Sharm- 


; should be 
el-Sheikh the entrance into the Gulf and the Northern part,/a buffer zone, 


between Tsrael and Raypt. 


' n> Israel and 
ly. Do you still anticipate o buffer zone between/Faypt, 


ven though you miqht be establishing full diplomatic relations? 


PREMTER REGIN: Well, Sinai will be divided in three zones, there 


will be Zone A, along side the Suez Canal, there the Fayptians will 
lvenrdl one infantry of mechanized division. There will he Zone B in 
the middle, where they will keep four battalions of not the army, 
af the border police -- special force. And there will be Zone C, 
rear the international border also without the army, and there won't 
xe warplanes flying over Sinai. And then on our side we will also 
lave small zone because ours is a small country as you know, hetween 

three kilometers ond one kilometer, in which we will keep 

the 

mly also four battations. So these are/security arrangements 
onvisaqed now, in general terms, in the peace treaty. There are 
some other details ta he worked outand these neqotiations on the 
ynnex on the security arranaements and the military affairs are 
joing very well. And [ think we shall soon have complete agreement 


m these issues. 


We Mr. Vegin, did you discuss the question of 
inkagqe to the West Rank and Gaza issues, particularly, coming 


mt of a Cabinet meeting in Tsracl this last weekend and 


-REMIER BEGIN: I wasn't, T was in United States. But the word 
inkaqe is not the proper expression. What is linkage? We siqned 
\ document at Camp David which holds two parts -~ 1) in which we 
romise each other, Raypt and Israel, to conduct neqotiations to 
vonelude the peace treaty within three months since the signing of 
hat framework. And now we do so. And the other part is how to 
Olve the problem of the Palestinian Arabs through giving them 


We 
MOnony, and through asieing security for tsracl. Tally Swe Tem 


im the framework. When the peqotiations for the peace treaty between 
Eqypt and Tsracl are Finished and the peace treaty is concluded and 
signed and properly ratified and instruments of ratification are 
exchanged, woe shall start the other part of the negotiations. 

There is no problem at all, only we necd the partner for the 


negotiations. 


Oh Mr. Be-yin, on bilateral issues did you discuss the 


Arab Boycott of Tsracl, the Canadian laws? 
PREMIRR BEGIN: We did. Yes Sir, we did. 


(Sh Can you tell us what your position was vis-a-vis 


the Canadians? 


PREMIER BEGIN: T can only say that T am qrateful to the Prime 


Minister for his reply on this issue. 


(oye Were you satisfied then with his reply? That 


the Canadian legislation was satisfactory? 


PRIME MINISTER: Tydave the Primo Minister the assurance that the 
policy we had designed was supported by the main leaders of the 
Jowish Conmunity im Canawda. And he took my word for it, and this 
satisfied him iff T had the support of the Leaders of the Jewish 
Canadian community, T believe that was your position Prime Minister. 


my 
PREMTER BEGIN: T expressed /appreciation for the attitude taken 


by the Prime Minister and the Government of Canada concerning this 
so-called indirect boycott. We are not hoycotted, the firms which 
want to do business with Kqypt are hoyvcotted and black-listed. 
And 1 understand that there will be perhaps a hill brought to 


Parliament. We appreciate very much this action by the Canadian 


agnvernment . 


Ake 


MADELEINE POULIN (Radio-Canada): M. Trudeau, pouvez-vous nous dire 3 quoi 
vous vous @6tes enyagG envers M. Begin en ce qui concerne la 


conti: ibution du Canada au maintien? de la paix au Moyen-Orient ? 


R: Tl a “t6 question de la possibilité de ces forces 
mais comme l]‘a dit le Premier ministre, c'est trop t6ét pour 
savoir ce qui scra prévu dans le Sina%. M. Danson qui était 

avec moi, Ie ministre ‘le la Défense, a indiqué bien sir que 

nous avions d¢ja des forces de maintien de la paix dans plusieurs 
zones du Proche-Orient et que si on nous demandait un nouvel 
appui, nous verrions 4 répondre aussi positivement que possible. 
Tl n'y a cu rien de plus précis que cette discussion un peu 


yenerale. 


PREMTER BRGTN: Thank you very much, Ladies and Gentlemen. 


rag . 
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Rendue publique 4 19h40 Released at 7:40 p.m. 
JACQUES RIVARD (Radio-Canada) Monsieur le Premier ministre, 
il y a certains minist@éres qui demeurent sans titulaires; 

je pense au Travail et 4 la Justice. Il y aM. Francis Fox 
qui demeure toujours député aprés avoir &6té ministre. 

Est-ce que vous envisagez l]1'éventualité de remanier votre 
Cabinet probablement d'ici les fétes, par exemple? 

R: Oui d'ici les fétes, je vense qu'il y aura un 
léger remaniement ministériel soit avant les fétes, soit 
pendant les fétes. 

JACQUES RIVARD (Radio-Canada) Est-ce que le remaniement 
améliorera la représentativité des anglophones au Cabinet 
dans votre esprit actuellement? 

R: Tout remaniement sera une amélioration dans 

tous les sens du mot. 

CLAUDE TURCOTTE (Le Devoir) Est-ce qu'on peut vous demander 
a partir de quels crit@éres vous allez effectuer un remaniement; 
si vous pouvez nous donner un peu... quel baréme, quel 

R: Le maximum d'efficacité du gouvernement. Ce sera 
mon critére de base. 

CLAUDE TURCOTTE: Ce serait l'objectif, pas un critére. 

R: Mais c'est sur l'objectif que vous allez juger 


le remaniement, certainement. 


DAVID HALTON (CBC TV-News) : Prime Minister, after the nose- 
dive the Liberals took in last month's by-elections and in 
the recent Gallup poll, could you give us an indication of 
how you think yours and the Party's fortunes can be turned 
around prior to next Spring, and if indeed that you are 
confident that the situation can be reversed? 

A. Well, observing the swings in popularity and in 
Gallup polls over the past couple of years, I would predict 
that history will begin to swing in our direction now. Some 


of these problems that government is dealing with are very 


*\| 


wy 


complex and it takes a little bit of time for people to under- 
stand the wisdom of the governments dealing with them. 
RICHARD GWYN (Toronto Star) 

r. Prime Minister, tomorrow is the anniversary of 
the Parti Quebecois' victory. I want to ask you two questions 
related. One: how do you read the pluses and minuses in the 
changes in political attitudes in the country at large that 
have taken place during those two years. ?nd, secondly, the 
Parti Quebecois has been changing and softening its definition 
of Sovereicnty-Association. lo you read that as a change 
of heart or as a change of tactic? 
A. Well, I think the question is not unrelated to the 
previous one by Mr. Halton: After the election of the Parti Quebecois, 
there was a month or two of reassurance that because after all it 
hadn't been an election on separatism but on good government so 
they said. And then the Parti Quebecois began to harden its 
line and say that they really meant business in terms of 
separation. And then there was this swing upwards in the 
Federal fortunes énd seeing which I think Mr. Levesque's 
government very wisely began to down-play their desire to 
separate and to down-play the whole menace to national unity 
which a separatist party can only siaqnifv. And, this has 
causec a certain relaxation on the part of Canadians as regards 
the danger of disturbance to our quiet repose as Canadian 
citizens. And, this has certainly been, in part, an 
explanation for not only the different perceptions of public 


Opinion but the different tactics adopted by Mr. Levesque's 


government. I pointed out at these conferences before 

that from separatists which they were some years ago, they 
became independentists and then they became in favour of 

a new deal which was called a loose confederation and then 
very soon it was no independence unless there is association 
and a common market and a monetary union and so on. So, you 
ask me if this is a chance of heart or a change of tactics, 

I have no doutt in my mind that it is a change of tactics which 


May or may not be permanent depending on the reaction of other 


governments in Canada and the Canadian people. Obviously, the 
PQ are discovering something which I have been saying for 
several years now to some scoffing by the observers when I was 
saying that separatism is dead in the sense that even the Parti 
Quebecois itself does not believe that it can sell separatism. 
It's trying to sell something else after which it will show 
its true colours which are separatist colours. 
Alan Bayless (Hall St. Journal) cay 

@5. I had a question on the decision to purchase 
Pacific Petroleum. Mr. Gillespie said that it was basically 
to ensure security of oil supplies and I was wondering if 
the government is concerned that oil companies will stop drilling 
for oil or slow down their drilling if the government sticks 
to its new policy on oil and gas prices. 
A. I would place the answer ina much larger context, one 
which we have developed over the years and I think described 
as more domestic control over the domestic economic environment. 
This is true particularly in petroleum. The ten majors in Canada 
were all foreign-owned. Canada is, I think, the only country, 
with the exception of the United States, the only country which 
has petroleum resources and which does not have a national oil 
company. To me it seemed a rather obvious move that we should 
set up Petro-Canada to help Canadianize at least in a very very 
small part that important resource for Canada and Petro-Canada 
having been set up I think it has been looking for a significant 
role. There was a near miss with Husky some months ago and now 
with Pacific Pet. being up for sale, this was probably the last 


chance that Canadians had to acquire a place in the top ten in 


that particular industry and I repeat the top ten firms are 
all foreign controlled which does not seem to bother at least 
some of our opposition but which is of concern to many 
Canadians and when you see the statistics of foreign control 
in petroleum, 1n mining, and manufacturing, there has been a 


subtle but continuous pressure by this government to achieve 


greater domestic control of these areas and we have done that 


through tax incentives to increase the role of manufacturing 


or upgrading of our resources. we have done that through the 


FIRA, through the Foreign Investment Review Agency. We have 

done that through making an offer to achieve control of 

Pacific "Pets 

Q: You are not concerned then about a slow down in 
drilling by the foreign-owned oil companies? 

A. Well, I Go not see why there would be a slow down 

in drilling because suddenly the Canadian Government through 

an agency, through a Crown Agency, is controlling a small 

sector of air industry. After all we have les Gaz d'Aouitaine 
which is a French Government controlled firm. We have Petrofina 
which is controlled by Belgium. We have Pacific British 
Petroleum which is in part controlled by the British Government. 
We even have the Province of Alberta who through Alberta Gas 
Trunk and through its holdings in Heritage Alberta, is controlling 
some of the industry. Why should it only be bad for the 
Canadian Government to do so? 

On I'm sorry, it is the question of the price of oil and 
gas, Sir, rather than taking over of a petroleum company. 

A. Well, I fail to see how the price of oil and gas would 
be affected by Petro-Canada controlling a share of it rather 

than some foreign interest. 

Q. Oil and gas drilling as a result of the price of the 
commodity and the government has recently decided not to increase 


the prices of oil and to possibly reduce the price of natural 


gas. 


ING This has aothing to do with Pacific Pet. This is 


another question that you are raising. 


Q. This is a question of reduction in drilling. Are you 


concerned that companies will be reducing their drilling of 
oil and gas? i 


A. But the history of our policy has been quite different 


because of the inc2ntives we have given to the petroleum 
industry in the past few years. There has been an increase 
in discovery of gas in Alberta and in oil too. And, it would 


seem to show that the government policy has been right. 


Q. I was referring to future drilling. 
A. Well, the future will be as good as the Past. 
ANDY SZENDE (Toronto Star): 

Prime Minister, there seems to be a polarization between 
English and French-speaking Canadians as demonstrated by the 
recent by-elections. Your party lost all its seats Outside of 
Quebec. The Conservatives lost their one seat in Quebec. Are 
you concerned about this apparent polarization and to what extent 
do you consider yourself responsible for it? 
A. Well, I'm not concerned about the polarization. The 
Liberal Party still has many seats outside of French Canada. And, 
even where it does not have seats it still has Many votes. So, 
there is obviously a support for our party amongst English 
Canadians as well as French-speaking Canadians. 
OF Could you share with us, sir, what are some of the 
yardsticks that you personally use about your own performance 
as a prime minister as you assess yourself from month to month 
to decide how much longer you ought to continue in that of fice? 
A. Well, if you tell me the yardstick you are using, I 


will tell you whether I share them. What yardsticks are you 


using? 
Q. Sir, you are the Prime Minister. 
A. You are asking if I share your yardsticks in assessing 


my future. 


Oke No. Your yardsticks. 

A. I cannot answer that until I know what your yardsticks 
are. 

Q. No. I'm asking you, sir, how do you judge yourself, 


your own performance, whether you think that you ought to be 


continuing in that office. 


A. Well, considering the alternatives I think I am the 


best man. 

JACK BEST (Canada World News): This is a question with 
regard to the new fighter plane, Prime Minister. I would like 
to ask your comment on the statement by the Conservatives a 


few days ago that the government is deliberately arranging 


AHS 


the timing of this program so that they will not have to buy 

the new fighter aircraft and this Fall Mr. Danson's rather 
surprising statement that the contract is not likely to be let 
until towards the middle of next year. Just how firm and total 
is your present government's commitment to providing the armed 
forces 
A. Completely firm and total. If there has been a slippage, 
it has been at the demand of those who are making bids. When I 
saw Chancellor Schmidt this Summer, he/heard about our inclination 
to reduce the, I think, seven options to a smaller number and 
he personally, but this is true of some of the other bidders, 
asked for a few more months so that they could improve their bids. 
And, the Department of Defence in agreement with the Government 
just felt that if the bids could be improved even in terms of 
off-sets to Canada, in terms of the number of planes which could 
be purchased for a given amount of money or in terms of their 
efficiency in the performance of certain tasks we would willingly 
give them a few more months. There hasn't been any Significant 
slippage and I'm not quite sure what or whom you are quoting 

in terms of 

Q.: A statement by Mr. McKinnon. 

A. In what way would it change our commitments if we take 

a few months more? You know, we have the budgets in DND. We 


have indicated quite clearly and we have adhered to that 


indication that capital budget would increase at 12% a 

year in real terms, that the other budget, the operating 

budget would at least increase to off-set cost of inflation 

and it 1s five year advance planning and it is all budgeted 
Or. 

JACK BEST (Canada World News): AS a Supplementary, a brief 
euperenentery:; I would like to ask whether in view of the 
present budgetary situation and the present restraint 

climate that we are in would by definition tend to throw the 
decision towards one of the cheaper aircraft of which you could 


purchase a larger number for a fewer number of dollars? 


Ne Well, that's a trade-off that DND will have to advise 
us on. There are cheaper aircraft of which you can get a 
greater number for the same price. But, obviously, they are 

not as good as the more expensive ssi And, what they are 
doing now is the same kind of operation they did when we bought 
a billion dollars worth of long-range patrol aircraft a couple 
of years ago. They had to choose between the Boeing which in 
terms of number of hours flight and so on was a bit better but 
so much more costly than the Lockheed that they could get more 
of the Lockheed to do the job and they chose the latter. It is 
still a very good plane but it is less costly and they probably 
will have to make the same kind of trade-offs here,particularly 
in Defence matters, if you want to get the best of the best all 
the time, you would be renewing your equipment constantly and 
probably over-qualifying your equipment. I think they will have 
to make a trade-off and they know what the fiscal envelope is. 
They know how much money they have. They know that they must 
adhere to this rather generous envelope, as I say, an increase 
in real terms of 12% for capital equipment a year which is a 
treatment that I do not believe any other department of government 
has gotten and within that framework with which they are happy 


they are trying to make the best choice. 


GEORGE RADWANSKI (Financial Times) : Salary the report 
of the Finance Council of Canada suggests that when you take 
the deficit of all levels of government in Canada as a whole 
it's significantly smaller than those of some other major 
countries or at least internationally it is smaller than 

those of, say, Japan Or West Germany and that hence there would 
be room for a significantly bigger federal deficit without 
causing any #rious difficulty. Do you share that view? 

A. Perhaps I can answer in this way by saying that your 
statistics are right and in that sense I have said repeatedly 
that it is not the size of our deficit which is frightening, 


though God knows there are voices in Canada trying to frighten 


the Canadian public on that. But, it is not the size that is 
frightening. It is the rate of growth in the past two or three 
years and that is what we are trying to control, not the 

absolute size of the deficit but the fact that provincial, 
municipal and federal deficits in the past two years were 

growing at a very fast rate. I think it is about 15% a year 

as a rate of growth which is higher than the growth of the 

Gross National Product. So, in that sense, the government has 
expressed concern. And that is why we had the expenditure 
reductions last Summer. It is not once again to reduce the 
deficit as you know we are still going to be having cash reauire- 
ments this year of the order of $9 billion and next year, I believe, 
of 10 é6r 11¥: So; Lt* isnot thesderrcit 1tsekiewhichaasgeltner 
too big or will be too big. It was if we had not done anything to 
control the rate of growth then it could have been a danger. 
GEORGE RADWANSKI (Financial Times): But the point of the 
Economic Council, sir, was that the deficits of other 
industrialized countries havéalso been growing very rapidly 

and that in terms of present economic circumstances and of 
experience iNother countries there is room still at this time or 
for the next few years for Canada's deficit to continue 

growing and be significantly bigger than it is now. Do you 


Share that view or not? 


A. Well, I do not have the report precisely in mind. 


But, I can tell you that the deficit has been growing. The 
cash requirements will be of 9 billion this year, 11 billion 
next year, probably a bit more the year after, so, I share 
their view if it is that there is still room for the growth in 
our deficits, I just Say we must exercise caution lest 

that growth which is necessary will become too fast and that is 
the point I'm making and that was the medal for our exercise 


last Summer in expenditure curtailment. 


CLAUDE HENAULT(Montreal Gazette) Mr. Prime Migtster, ever since the 
by-etections and even before that there was substantial 


indications either by the scientific polls or otherwise that 


your popularity personally appeared to be even lower than that 
of the Liberal Party in English Canada and I would like to know 
whether you have been giving any consideration in the past, at 
present or whether you envisage the possibility of giving 
consideration in the future to stepping down from the leadership 
of the Liberal Party. 

A. No. You see, in the many years when I was leading the 
party in terms of popularity I didn't think for a moment of 
ditching the party and I don't think they will thirk of ditching 
me now that they are leading me. 

On I wasn't asking whether the party would 
think of ditching you. I was asking whether you, either for the 
good of the party or for the good of the country were thinking 
of stepping down? 

A. Well, that's a more polite expression than I would use 
but I have no such plans now this year. 

DAVE RINN (CJOH TV): Two quick questions, Prime 
Minister, both relating to the budget: do you think tax cuts 
would be good for the country right now to stimulate the 


economy? 


A. Could you ask me that question Friday morning - I 

will give you a clear answer. 

CAVE RINN (CJOH-TV) Do you think the economy 

needs to be stimulated? 

A. Perhaps you are not informed but there is a budget 
at that occasion 

Thursday night and/we will give the answer to that question. 

DAVE RINN (CJOH-TV) The timing of the budget then 

you have got a First Ministers' Economic Conference coming 

up. Why not, as some of the premiers suggested at the last 

Beeston, hold Off) thé! budget: until Sfter”consuTtation ehaued 


them, get some firm commitments from them and then come in 


with a federal budget? 
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A. I don't recall having heard them say that, perhaps 

they did, but Mr. Chretien visited all the finance ministers 

of all the provinces. He has their views on what should be 
done in fiscal terms by the Federal Government and he will 
attempt to respond to that. I am quite sure that if we had 
postponed the budget until after the First Ministers’ Conference 
there would have been a double effect: the first would have 
been that he would have been told that he is breaking a commit- 
ment and an expectation to have the budget earlier rather than 
later. But, second and perhaps more important, the First Ministers’ 
Conference likely would have turned essentially around short-term 
measures. What Mr. Chretien should be doing that week or the 
week after with his budget and that would be contrary to the 
agreement that the premiers and myself reached last year and 
again in correspondence to make sure that the conference dealt 
in large part with medium term measures because they know and 

we know, and they said so in so many words and are our communique 
said so, I mean the Federal/Provincial communique said so after 
the February conference thatstructural problems have to be 
addressed if we want the Canadian economy?appear to be really 
performing excellently in the years to come and that has been 
the purpose of the February conference and that will be the 
Purpose of the conference later this month, essentially. 

There will be an item on short-term matters and on job 

creation schemes ir the immediate future. I think all 

of us recognize it is the structural problems that have 

to be addressed. 

JOHN GRAY (Ottawa Citizen): Mr. Prime Minister, could you 
tell us, going back to the First Ministers’ Conference in 
February, has the government yet come to desta on the Gull 

Island project with Newfoundland and can you tell me whether 


the Cabinet has approved the terms of that agreement? 
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A. To that question I think the answer is yes. I 
shouldn't be surprised that by the time of the First Ministers' 
Conference we will have a clear agreement but I cannot promise 
it because I do not control the Government of Newfcundland. 

I do know we have made great progress. I do know that the 
Federal proposals have been very seriously studied by the 
Government cd Newfoundland and my impression is that within 
weeks anyhow we will have an agreement on that. 

JOHN GRAY (Ottawa Citizen): Can you tell me whether the 

terms of fee agreement have been approved, the specific 

terms been approved by the Cabinet and whether the option of 
Nova Scotia being involved as a partner has been included in 
those plans? 

A. I can tell you that the Minister of Energy, Mr. 
Gillespie, has had authority of the Cabinet for the negotiations 
Be /eakouked upon. Both the provincial and federal negotiators 
are seeking agreement ad referendum in the sense that the final 
signature to an agreement must be authorized by 

the Federal Cabinet and by the Provincia] Cabinet. But, Mr. 
Gillespie has been negotiating with federal authorities. 

JOHN GRAY (Ottawa Citizen): The terms agreed to so far have 
not been approved by the Cabinet except the authorization for 
Mr. Gillespie. 


A. Well, exactly. Anything in the agreement which corresponds 


to what he is authorized to agree to and I think that is 
the quasi totality has been already authorized by Cabinet 


but the whole package is ad referendum. 
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JEAN RIVARD (Télémédia) Monsieur le Premier ministre, 

la rumeur veut que vous vous rendiez en Europe, en tout cas 
au début de décembre ou avant la fin de l'année. Pourriez~ 
vous nous dire les pays que vous avez l'intention de 
visiter et l'’objectif de cette visite ou cette tournée 
européenne, si elle prend cette forme? 

R: Ecoutez, il n'y a pas de décision sur une 
tournée européenne possible. I1 y a des suggestions qui 
m'ont 6té faites par mes fonctionnaires, mon ministre et 

je suis en train de les examiner. Mais il n'y a pas de 
décision de faite encore. 

FAY LARIVIBRE (Le Droit) Le journal Le Droit a publié 
-récemment une étude sur la région de l'Outaouais et de 
L'Est ontarien dans laquelle il est montré que 1'Outaouais 
a perdu 25% de ses emplois industriels depuis 1'été '76 


en dehors des bois, pates et papiers. L'Outaouais 


québécois est la seule région du Québec qui ne bénéficie 

pas du ministére de 1’Expansion 6conomique régionale au 

point de vue de la création des emplois industriels. 

Est-ce que cette question-14 a 6té soulevée au Cabinet 

par M. Lessard qui a en main &également une étude faite 

par ses fonctionnaires sur le méme sujet? 

R: Je ne connais pas l1'&tude du Droit a laquelle 
vous faites référence. Mais si on excevte 6évidemment 

les bois, pates et papiers, on excepte l'industrie primaire 
essentielle de la région. Alors je ne vois pas la signi- 
fication de ces statistiques. Si la région a une prospérité 
basée sur une vocation particuliére, ce n'est pas la fonction 
du minist@ére de 1'Expansion économique régionale de changer 
cette vocation-14. 

FAY LARIVIERE: Vous-méme, Monsieur le Premier ministre, 

cet aprés-midi aux Communes avez dit que le Canada essayait, 
et méme vous l'avez répété tout-a-l'heure, que le Canada 
essayait d'encourager la transformation sur place des matiéres 
premi@res. L'industrie du bois et des pites et papiers dans 


l'Outaouais ne fait gue tr&s peu de transformation. On envoie 


abe 


le bois séché aux Etats-Unis ou la pate A papier, la pate elle- 
méme, c'est tout. Je parle de secteurs plus avancés qui 
peut-@tre pourraient créer... 

R: Ecoutez, qu'on envoie le bois aux Etats-Unis, 
c'est vrai, mais c'est un produit fini. Bien sfir, les maisons 
qui doivent se batir dans Cincinatti peuvent difficilement 
étre baties 4 Hull. Pour ce qui est du papier, on l'exporte 
aussi en sommes considérables. vraiment, vous me voyez 

un peu & court pour commenter votre question. Je ne suis 

pas ce dossier en détails. Puis il me semble que précisément 
lorsqu'on exporte le bois et le papier, on exporte des 
produits finis. 

FAY LARIVIERE: Est-ce que j'en déduis que la question 


de la désignation n'a pas 6t&é soulevée au Cabinet encore? 


R: Oui, votre déduction est exacte. 
MARK PHILLIPS (CBC TV-News) : Prime Minister, you referred 


to a process earlier m the press conference in response to 
David Halton's question about swings in public opinion. Are 
you prepared to wait until the very end of your mandate next 
July for the public opinion to swing back in favour of yourself 
and the Liberals and if so what do you plan to do in the next 
eight months? 

A. Well, I think it is always a good idea to go to the 
electorate when they are feeling confident about the future. 
And, if this takes a few more months I will wait a few more 
months before deliberately calling an election. I think the 
role of government should be to express hope for the future 
in a way that the people can relate to it and the figures coming 
out this morning on investment intentions by the industry, 
various sectors of the industry indicate that the private 
sector now is beginning to have hope in the future of Canada. 

I think this may take a month or two to percolate down but 

I have no doubt in my mind as I don't suppose anybody in this 


room has that Canada has an incredibly good future. It will 


=e 


take a bit of time for people to perceive it that way and 
by way of comparison with other countries or with our own 
immediate past to realize that things are looking good indeed 
for the future and once they reach that perception I think 
it would be a good time to have an election. 
MARK PHILLIPS (CBC TV-News) : You wouldn't predict how long 
that percolation process will take? 
A. Well, with the efficient performing media we have I 
think that people will be perceiving that within you know a 
Itatter Gf months rather than days. 
JOHN WARREN (CBC TV News): 4 

Sir, I believe in the House today in answer to a 


question you said to accommodate the growing numbers of 


efficient performing media you chose to move from the 
Press Gallery theater to this larger space which quite 
obviously isn’t larger. I am wondering if you can 

explain to us sir in a little more detail what your reasons 
were for deciding that this would be a better locale for 
you to present yourself. 

A. I don't think I can make any very substantial 
comments on that. I understand the last time I came here 
it was because you people were engaged in painting your 
press place over there. 


Q. Oh no sir it is the Public Works Department. We 


don't run it. 


A. Our people were painting it? 
Q. Yes. 
A. Another waste of money. Anyhow we couldn’t go there 


because it reeked of paint so we came here and it went well 
here, there seemed to be a ‘ot of room for everybody and we 
thought we would come again but if you feel strongly-about it 

I am prepared to go back. 

PETER DESBARATS (Global TV): Mr. Prime Minister, two things 
have happened in regards to the press conference: first of all, 


there has been a change of locale which I think some of us 
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regard as being fairly serious because not only is it a change 
of locale but it is a change of moderator for the press 
conference and I think that we felt having one of our own as 
moderator was perhaps preferable. Can we be assured that the 
press conference will not only go back on a_ regular basis to 
the National Press Building but it will go back on a weekly 
basis at least when Parliament is in session. The original 
understanding, or agreement or whatever you want to call it 

we thought was that when the scrum was eliminated we were 
promised a regular press conference. It has been very 
irregular since the beginning of September. 

ye Well, on the first question, perhaps on both questions, 
I would like to be shown some persuaSive argument why this 
isn't as good a place as the other. 

Q. It's colder. 

A. It's colder. Well, we can warm it up a bit. It's 

a bit more of a walk for you and a bit more of a walk for me 
but that's not a bad thing either. In terms of the moderator, 
I think Mr. Charpentier is a very impartial person in spite of 
the fact that he used to work in the media. And, I think he's 
doing a good job quite frankly. If you have some legitimate 
complaints let me hear them and I will consider them. 

Q. What was wrong with the old system, Sir? 

A. I believe in change. I'ma Liberal. 

The old systen also I don't think people were quite 
as interested powaras the end of the year and less number of 
people were coming to the press conferences, I quite frankly 
thought you were bored. That's why we are reducing the number 
but I can assure you I would respond to popular demand to have 
increased numbers of press conferences if there is a pressing 
need expressed by all of you that you would like to see me 
more often and you are very interested, I will do it more 
often. I was not trying to add this additional burden to your 


labours, of reporting Parliament, reporting every :hing. 
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KEN POLE ( Ottawa Journal) Mr. Prime Ministex I am given to umderstand that 


the Cossette-Trudels have finally tired of waiting for some 
kind of political amnesty to be extended and they have 
indicated a willingness to stand trial in Quebec. Would 
your government stand still for a trial in Quebec of the 
Cossette~Trudels? 

A. Well, that's always the position we have taken that 
anyone who came back to Canada would have to stand trial and 
under our constitution and our criminal law the trial would 
be conducted by the provincial attorney general of whatever 


province the crime was committed in. 


Q. So there is no role for Federal prosecutors then? 
A. I can't think of any offhand. 
Thank yor. 
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PRIME MINISTER 

Well, just going briefly through the list. Then, I'll leave 
you with whatever Ministers you want to discuss with or 
interview. The key and main appointment is that of Bob Andras, 
named President of the Board of Economic Development Ministers. 
It's a new ministry. It follows, in my view, on our August 
decision to have a new thrust in economic development. It 
responds to, I believe, an important need of coordination, of 
initiation and of bringing together, focussing on economic 
development plans, which are represented as you know in the 
Cabinet by several Ministers -- Mr. Horner, IT&C, Mr. Lessard, 
DREE, Mr. O'Connell, Minister of Labour. There will be a whole 
group of economic Ministers, senior Ministers, will be forming 
a special board. I think, you can keep in mind the idea of 

the Treasury Board which is well known, which is a group of 
senior Ministers dealing with control of the purse. In this 
case, it will be a group of senior Ministers under Mr. Andras' 
chairmanship with a very small secretariat, whose purpose 

will be to focus and coordinate our economic policies. There 
has been a good chunk of money set aside last summer in our 
expenditure exercise for economic development. Of course, 

some of it goes to IT&C and gzome of it goes to DREE and some 

of it goes to Manpower and Employment and so on and we want 

to make sure that all this is brought together and coordinated. 
And before it is presented to Cabinet that it presents the 

Peat mos view of these sconomic Ministers. Ex officio, of 
course, the President of the Treasury Board and the Minister 

of Finance will sit on it to make sure that we remain within 
the expenditure guidelines and the fiscal framework -- but, 
they will be ex officio Ministers. It is perhaps important 

to keep in mind a distinction which isn't completely correct 
but which gives us an idea of the distinction. Mr. Andras' 


board will be dealing, I suppose, more essentially with the 


micro-economic problems, assigning priorities to expenditures 
by the various departments of government in the area of 
economic development and Mr. Chrétien, of course, remains 

the lead aconomic Minister, particularly as regards the 
macro~economy. That's the brief outline of that new ministry. 
As we create a ministry, we will be dissolving another, the 
ministry of housing and urban affairs. That is still presided 
over by Mr. Quellet, but he will be entrusted with winding 

up this ministry, which has, you know, been in existence for 
seven years and which we think has fulfilled its function of 
coordinating federal government policies in its thrust towards 


the municipalities and urban affairs. 


M. Ouellet devient en méme temps le ministre des Travaux 
publics et garde la responsabilité pour la Commission de 

la capitale nationale. Egalement il restera le ministre par qu: 
la Société Centrale d'hypoth@ques et de logement répondra 

au Parlement puisque le ministére des Affaires urbaines 
disparaft mais la Centrale d'hypoth@ques restera dans 


ses fonctions traditionnelles. 


Mr. Gillespie, who had to go to Newfoundland to sign a verv 
important agreement that you will be hearing about later and 
will be back later today to swear in as Minister of State for 
Science and Technology. Of course, he remains Minister of 
Energy, Mines and Resources. Science and “Technology, you will 
recall, had been with Mr. Buchanan who did an excellent job 
and who has the confidence of that particular constituency, 
but being in Treasury Board and having to be completely 
impartial between all grouns, I thought it appropriate to 
take Science and Technology and give it to another Minister, 
like Mr. Gillespie who does have a large scientific establishment. 
Mr. Martin 9'Connell has been brought back into the Cabinet, 
where he hed served well previously until his election defeat 
in 1972. And he has Weatrenely active in the Caucus and very 
loyal to the party and he is coming into the Department of 
Labour, a department that he knows well, to which he brings 


not only his skills as negotiator and conciliator but the 


great expertise he has and the whole industrial thrust 
x * . . o 
development culminating inthe sector/studies which, as you know, have 
been put together by Labour and Management, government 

a a 


federal and provincial. 


M. Marc Lalonde devient ministre de la Justice. I1 conti- 
nuera évidemment le travail constitutionnel qu'il avait 
entrepris, si je peux digs sous ma direction, puisqu'il 

était ministre des Affaires interprovinciales ayant 

fonction de s'occuper de toutes les questions de relations 
féd6rales-provinciales. Mais comme la Constitution a toujours 
6té le bébé principal du ministére de la Justice, 

6videmment M. Lalonde continuera de faire ce travail de 

1a et en méme temps il assumera les fonctions traditionnelles 
du ministre de la Juctice. J'ai grande confiance gu'il 

sera dans la tradition des bons et grands ministres de 


la Justice que nous avons eux depuis plusieurs années. 


Judd Buchanan, I have just explained, will be moving to the 
Treasury Board. I have been impressed by his sense of economy 
and his ability to make sure that we didn't spend more than 
we had to in every instance. He will carry out, continue to 
carry out, the difficult job initiated by Bob Andras last 
summer, being the continuation of efforts of the past several 
years, but becoming increasingly difficult as the amount of 
fat remaining becomes non-existent. Mr. Abbott is taking 
an additional portfolio, in addition to the Ministry of State 
for Small Businesses, he will become Minister of National 
Revenue. This is another doubling up of vortfolios. It will 
mean considerably more work for him, but I thought the two 
ministries went well together since effectively many of the 
things that Mr. Abbott has done in small businesses, thrusts 
that he has followed to increase their contribution to the 
canadian economy are done through the Department of Revenue 
various 
in’ tax and fiscal measures. So that seemed a natural doubling 
up. You will notice that there are several ministries which 
are doubled up. We'll have a slightly smaller Cabinet. This 
doesn't mean that we will always remain smaller. It's not 
impossible at some point in the spring that I'll want to 
bring in other Ministers to undouble some of these portfolios. 
I'm very glad to bring John Reid into the Cabinet as Minister 
of State for Federal-Provincial Relations. He will carry on 
the difficult work that Mare Lalonde had been doing in that 
area. Difficult because it is a new ministry. It doesn't 
have a department of its own. It operates through a section 
of the Privy Council Office. Essentially, it means being a 
spokesman for Canada, for the kind of Canada in the kind of 
federation in which we, as a government, believe. I know, 
that John is one of the senior members of the House of Commons 
now, along with myself and a couple of others, and with his 
great experience in the House and on the public platform, will 
be a strong spokeaman. He is bilingual but, I want him to 


make a particular effort in English speaking Canada to be the 


ae ss 
‘Minister who will explain our conception of federal-provincial 


relations and the kind of strong federation we want in Canada. 


Enfin, M. Pierre De Bané, député de Matane, devient ministre 
des Approvisionnements et des Services. C'est un député 
qui est bien connu pour son indépendance d'esprit, la 
vigueur de ses communications, la vigueur de sa pens&e et 
de ses convictions. Je ne suis pas sans penser qu'il 
me créera quelques problé@émes au Conseil des ministres par 
justement son indépendance d'esprit mais j'aime mieux un ministre 
qui me crée des problémes et qui est un trés bon ministre 
qu'un ministre qui ne crée de problé@mes 4 personne et qui ne 
fout rien. Je n'en ai plus d'ailleurs au Conseil des 
ministres. Pierre est en plus un collaborateur de la premiére 
heure et j'ai grande confiance en ses habilités et je suis 
tr@és fier de le voir parmi nous et recevant l'occasion 
de prouver ses compétences dans un domaine important, celui 
d'administrer un des plus gros budgets d'achat au Canada. 

Alors voil& & peu prés ce que j‘avais & dire. 
Q: (inaudible) 
R: Bon, alors ce Conseil des ministres du aéveloppement 
Economique est une création nouvelle, un ministére nouveau 
qui est contrebalancé, je l'ai dit, par la suppression 
d@'un autre ministre, alors le nombre n'augmente pas. Mais 
sa fonction, en étant essentiellement une de concentration 
et de coordination, donne trés fort dans le domaine du 
développement économique. Comme vous le savez il v a plusieurs 
ministéres qui s'occupent de cet aspect de la question: 
le minist@re de l'Industrie et du Commerce, le ministére 
de 1'Expansion économique régionale, le ministére de la Main 
d'oeuvre et de l'Immigration et tous ces ministéres seront 
réunis sous la présidence de M. Andras qui est un ministre 
dont la compétence est reconnue et dont l*’habilité de faire 
travailler ensemble ses collagues a 6té prouvée particuliérement 


dans les mois les plus récents. Alors j'estime que cette 


er6ation qui est d'une nature nouvelle apportera une vigueur 


nouvelle et une concentration plus grande dans notre effort 


de A6veloppement é6conomique suite aux décisions que nous 


avions annonc6ées au mois a'aoit. Alors peut-étre, two 


Q. (inaudible) |G. Radwanski asking about a possible spring] 
shuffle. : 


PRIME MINISTER 

I'm really not announcing a shuffle in the spring and if I 

conveyed that intention, I'm sorry, because I wouldn't want 

you to start speculating on it now. I'm just indicating that 

the Cabinet is slightly smaller than it was and that is ; 

obtained by doubling up on some portfolios. I think we've 

got a good sized efficient Cabinet now but, I don't exclude 

the possibility of another shuffle in the spring. I know 

some Ministers are not going to be running again and its 

possible that there will be a need to shuffle in the spring 

but I'm certainly not announcing another shuffle and I 

wouldn't want you to hold your breath. 

Q. (inaudible) /Supplementary by G. Radwanski on possible spring 5 
Well, I'm sorry but I've learned oh, now for almost eleven ao 
years, that I never answer the expectations of the media when 
it comes to Cabinet shuffles. And I don't make shuffles for 
that purpose . I used to, in the early years, be concerned 

a little bit with what, how good it would look, but I found 
that in the eyes of any fair critic it could always have been 


done differently and therefore, I'm sorry, but you can keep 


your expectations and I'll keep my plan of action. 


Q: (inaudible) 

R: Eh bien, c'est une question importante et il 
 faudrait dire que d'abord chaque membre de ce nouveau 

Conseil gardera entié@re autorit& sur son minist@re de la 

méme fagon que ceux qui si€gent au Conseil du trésor 

restent des ministres autonomes dans leur ministére, mais pour 
la fin de la coordination des dépenses, les membres du 
Conseil du trésor doivent faire des opérations spéciales 

sous la direction du président du Conseil du trésor dont 

on connafit l'autorit&. Eh bien le méme paralléle existe 

dans l‘ordre de développement 6conomique. Un minist@re 

a un budget, a des fonctionnaires. Il continuera de préparer 
des mémoires;disons-.pour M. Gillespie est en train aujourd'hui 
mame de signer une entente relativement au développement 

du fleuve Churchill; ¢a continue de rester son travail. 

Mais dans l'allocation des fonds pour ce genre d'ouvrage, 

il devra s'assurer que ses décisions, avant de venir au 
Conseil des ministres pour @tre autorisées, sont intégrées 

et coordonn&ées avec celles par exemple du ministére de 


1'Expansion Economique régionale ou le minist@re de la 


Main-d'oeuvre |lesquels ont tous les deux beaucoup 
d'intérét & ce qui se passe au Labrador. Alors ce sera 
un Conseil des ministres qui vérifiera toutes ces 
a@6cisions-1& avant de les remettre au Cabinet. 

De la m&me facon que le Conseil du trésor vGrifie toutes 
les décisions de d&épenses avant de les remettre au 
Conseil des ministres. Alors chaque ministre reste 
autonome. Je le répéte, M. Chrétien reste le ministre 
des Finances, c'est-a-dire celui qui a l'autorité 
supérieure sur toute lL'organisation de l'6conomie, la 
macro-&conomie,et qui devra Gvidemment, en siégeant ex 
officio sur ce Conseil, apporter son aval & toutes les 
a@6cisions mais la coordination entre le ministre de 


l'Energie et le ministre de 1'Expansion Economique régionale, 


M. Lessard, le ministre de la Main-d'oeuvre, etc se fera 
& ce Conseil-1&. Il y avait une autre alternative, cela 


aurait €6t6é de continuer le syst@me actuel et les réunions 


de fonctionnaires des différents ministéres, interdepartmental 


Meetings of officials. Mais justement, mous avons décidé 
de donner priorité aux décisions politiques. Plut&t que de 
faire la coordination essentiellement au niveau des 
fonctionnaires, nous voulons qu'elle se fasse au niveau 


des ministres. 


Perhaps I can say that in English because it is an important 
point, the alternative to this new ministry could have been 
a greater emphasis given to inter-departméntal committees or 
again, more time spent in full Cabinet thrashing out the some- 
times conflicting aims of different departments as regards 
expenditure. So instead of giving more power to the officials, 
or taking more time in full Cabinet, I've created this board 
which will be doing that work. I think it will mean a greater 
emphasis on the political decision making in this coordinating 


process. 


Q. (Robert Lewis) What will happen, Sir, to the inter-departmental 


committee om economic development? To the Cabinet committee on 


economic development? 


‘PRIME MINISTER 


Cabinet committee on economic policy continues to exist with 
its same functions, and the Cabinet Committee on government 
operations continues to exist. In reality, this new committee 
will be taking some items from both of these. When it is 
strictly economic policy, it will remain where it is.. When 
it is operations but not calling for this kind of coordination 
in the area of economic sevdlopeah Crean stay in government 
operations, but items which ,;-onece again, involve this 
thrashing out either in full Cabinet or at the official 
level of conflicting interests of the different Ministers, it 


will be thrashed out under Mr. Andrae' chairmanship. 


Q. (inaudible) Supplementary by R. Lewis on appointment 
of Mr. Osbaldeston. 

PRIME MINISTER 

Well, we will be announcing that very shortly. Mr. Osbaldeston 

will become the Secretary of the new Ministry. He will be 


moving to Mr. Andras, and Mr. Horner will be assisting me in 


chosing a new Deputy-Minister. 


Thank you Ladies and Gentlemen. 


TRANSCRIPT OF THE PRIME MINISTER'S PRESS CONFERENCE 
FOLLOWING THE FIRST MINISTERS' ECONOMIC CONFERENCE - MOVEMBER 27-29, 1¢ 
a Se 


TRANSCRIPTION DE LA CONFERENCE DE PRESSE DU PREMIER MINISTRE 
A LA SUITE DE LA CONFERENCE ECONOMIQUE DES PREMIERS MINISTRES - NOVEMBRE 7 


Catherine Bergman: 

La grande préoccupation des Premiers ministres 
4 cette conférence, était celle de l'augmentation du prix du 
pétrole. C'est 6également la seule dont il n'y a pas &té question 
& aucun moment sur le plancher de la conférence. Est-ce qu'on 
doit en conclure que cette conférence, que les conférences 
fédérales~-provinciales, c'est pour la galerie et que les vrais 


problémes, ils se traitent dans les coulisses? 


R. Non, je ne pense pas que l'on puisse en tirer 

cette conclusion-1la, parce que depuis trois jours, personne ne 
pourrait dire qu'on ne discute pas des vrais problémes. I1 

y @ le probléme du prix du p&étrole qui a &t&, comme vous dites, 
discuté a huis clos au moment du déjeuner et 4 la réunion d'hier. 
Nous avions l'espoir, puisque les provinces 6taient violemment 
opposées les unes aux autres dans ce domaine-1la, que peut-étre 
entre nous, sans les caméras, elles pourraient se rapprocher 
les unes des autres. Je le rép&te, qu'entre nous, nous n'avions 
rien & cacher. Il n'y avait pas d'int6ér&ét fédéral la-dedans. 

Il s'agit de réconcilier l'Alberta et la Saskatchewan d'une part, 
avec les huit autres provinces d'autre part. Autrement dit, il 
s'agissait de réconcilier l'intér&t des provinces productrices 
avec l'intérét des provinces consommatrices. Et elles avaient 
l'espoir, que je partageais, qu'en nous réunissant en dehors de 

la vue ou de l'atteinte des cam6éras, elles pourraient se rapprocher 
un peu, mais elles n'ont pas réussi & le faire. Alors nous devons 
continuer comme par le passé, & agir au niveau fédéral, d'une 
facon qui n'aura pas l'appui de tout le monde, puisque toutes les 


provinces sont divisées les .unes avec les autres. 


5 Gazette: : ao 
CLAUDE HENAULT, Mr. Prime Minister, you said you had two 


basic options facing you: one is to accept that some provinces 
disagree and therefore you will have to not impose that temporarv 
price pause or else you have the other option of gOing ahead with 
the pause even though some provinces object to it. Now, there is 
something unclear to me about this: in the past escalations of 
the oil prices, the Federal Government even though provinces 
disagreed, went ahead. Why is there some hesitation at the 
present time to continue with the stated Federal policy of 
following the world price? Why does the second option exist? 

A. The second option of renewing the agreement for a very simple 
reason is that an increase of one dollar in oil prices in January 
will have an effect on a yearly basis of a tax of some 800, 

$850 million on the Canadian economy. And that is a tax or a 
burden coming at a time when we think that the Canadian economy 
is rather delicately balanced and hopefully balanced towards 
renewed growth. Have I misunderstood your question? 

Q. Perhaps I stated it upside down. What I was trying to say 
is: in the past when we decided that it had to go up or it had 
to go down, when the Federal Government decided that it consulted 
with Alberta and even though in the last case three provinces 
dissented the Federal Government went ahead with its deal with 
Alberta. Now, you have attempted to strike a new deal with 
Alberta which would permit this freeze. There is nothing legallv 
that stops you from going ahead with it. You have in the past 
gone ahead without unanimous concept of all the provinces. Why 
can you not now commit yourself to doing the same thing seeing 

as that is what you desire to do? 

A. Well because, as you point out, in the past we failed to 
reach unanimity between the ten provinces does not mean that we 
will not try again and again to try and reach some consensus 
between the provinces. Each time there has been a renewal of 


agreements, I have got the Premiers together and I have tried 


to strike an agreement. You will recall the first one we reached, 


I believe in the early months of '74 was one which did have 


consensus of everybody. We did reach a price which to everyone 
seemed fair and we had to pay for it a little bit by guaranteeing 
certain provinces that we would do this and that for them but we 
reached an agreement and this time again we had hoved to reach 
an agreement. While I talk of an agreement I am talking of an 
agreement to replace the present agreement. Now that we see 
that we cannot get the ten provinces to agree amongst themselves, 
we can either stand with the present agreement which would have, 
as I was saying some rather adverse economic effects on 
employment and on economic growth or we can now that we have 
failed to find unanimity amongst the provinces we can now decide 
whether or not we will talk just bilaterally with Alberta and 
Saskatchewan and this is the subject I will report to Cabinet 
this morning and there are arguments for one and the other and 
you know them and the Premiers have made them. If we want to 
replace this present agreement by another one, Alberta and 
Saskatchewan are going to say, well, fine, but it is going to 
cost you something. And, we will have to assess for ourselves 
whether this is a cost that we should pay or that the Canadian 
people should pay. So we will obviously in the end have to 
make up our minds and we will do it as we have in most of the 
past occasions, all as I say except the first one. We will 
have to take our own responsibility and we are not shirking 
that. It is the role of the Federal Government to trv and 
speak for all Canadians and try and reconcile the conflicting 
interests of the various provinces. But, we would have preferred 
once again some kind of a consensus to emerge which would have 
been acceptable to everyone. Failing that we have a decision to 
take and I repeat I will report to Cabinet tomorrow and see 


what the next step is. 


Paul Racine: Monsieur le Premier ministre, au cours de la 
conférence, il y a plusieurs provinces aui ont souligné le fait 
qu'en coupant dans ses dépenses, le gouvernement fédéral avait 
réduit leur marge de manoeuvre. Il y a plusieurs provinces qui 

ont souligné le fait, et je pense que la province qui a souligné 

le fait davantage, c'est le Québec qui a présenté un bilan de 
griefs au montant de 727 millions, je pense, au gouvernement fédéral. 
Evidemment, le document que M. Chrétien a publié tout a l'heure 
semble rejeter la plupart de ces réclamations-la&. Est-ce que vous 
croyez que ces demandes répétées du Québec, ctest th uniquement 

a l'option politique du gouvernement qui est en place, ou est-ce 
qu'il y a une certaine justification dans le fait que lorsque le 
gouvernement fédéral réduit ses dépenses, automatiquement il réduit 


de beaucoup la marge de manoeuvre fiscale des gouvernements pour, 


dans leur secteur du pays, relancer 1'&conomie. 


Ri Eh bien, lorsque nous réduisons nos dépenses, cela 
ne veut pas dire que nous dépensons moins. Cela veut dire que 

le rythme de croissance n'est pas aussi rapide que prévu. Et 

en fait, c'est ce qui est arrivé avec nos réductionsde dépenses 
du mois d'aoGt. Nous avons réduit le rythme de croissance de 

nos dépenses, mais cela ne veut pas dire que nous allons dépenser 
moins dans le Québec ou dans l'Ontario ou dans le reste du pays. 
Nous continuons d'avoir un déficit budgétaire et para~budgétaire 
de l'ordre de 10 milliards de dollars. Alors nous continuons de 
dépenser beaucoup. Ce que le Québec dit, au fond , c'est qu'en 
ne d&épensant pas davantage, comme on avait espéré que vous le 
fassiez, vous ne créerez pas, je pense qu'ils ont dit, quelque 
chose comme 17 ou 18 mille emplois auxquels nous étions en droit 
de nous attendre. Soit, on peut leur dire la méme chose: si 

vous dépensiez davantage, vous, la province du Québec, vous 
créeriez plus d'emplois. Pourquoi est-ce que vous ne dépensez 


pas davantage, puisqu'il y a du chémage chez vous? Ils vont dire, 


} . Nous 
on n'a pas tellement d'argent, et c'est ce que nous disons 


avons déja un déficit budgétaire de l'ordre de 10 milliards de 


dollars. On ne peut pas continuer de dépenser sans limite. 


Mais encore une fois, il ne s'agit pas d'emplois perdus. I1 s'agit 
a'emplois, disent-ils, qui ne se seront pas créés, alors qu'ils 
pensaient qu'ils le seraient. Et qu'est-ce que nous répondons en 
retour? Eh bien, contre vos 17 milles emplois qui ne seront pas 
er6é&és, nous avons cette année-méme, par notre politique de Canada 
au travail et par notre stratégie d'emploi, nous avons créé 16,500 
emplois. C'est 4a dire que nous avons déja cette année créé un 
nombre d'emplois 6gal 4 celui qu'ils espéraient qui serait créé. 
Pour l'année prochaine, c'est le double. Les dépenses de 710 
millions de dollars pour la stratégie de la création d'emplois 
pour l'année qui va commencer bientét, 
donnera au Québec 35,000 emplois nouveaux. Alors, 

ils auront trois fois plus‘emplois que ceux dont ils 
se plaignent qu'ils n'auront pas regus a la suite de nos coupures. 
Et nous leur disons en retour, eh bien, vous, vous"fious avez jamais 
parlé, vous province de Québec, des emplois que vous allez créer 
par votre stratégie d'emploi. Et remarquez bien cela, ils n'ont 
pas donné un seul chiffre. Peut-&tre créeront-ils quelques emplois 
a gauche et & droite, je ne sais pas, mais cela ne doit pas 6tre 
considérable, parce cue jamais, et on leur a demandé des chiffres, 
jamais ils nous ont dit, eh bien, nous aussi nous avons une stratégie 
de création d'emplois et voici le nombre d'emplois que cela va 
donner. Nous avons mis les sommes pr&écises, 710 millions de dollars 
pour l'ensemble du pays, et 200 millions, j'oublie exactement, 
pour le Québec, et cela veut dire 35,000 emplois pour 1l’an prochain. 


Voila le probl&me. 


KEN COLBY, CBC; Prime Minister I was struck by one line 


in your answer to the first question in French. It may have been 
an unfortunate interpretation I don't know. When you said there 
is no federal interest in establishing an oil price, that Ottawa's 
role was, if you will, the job of honest broker between the 
producing and consuming provinces trying to help them reach a 
consensus. In talking about the oil price increase with Premier 
Davis he says Ontario's position is very clear. There should not 
be an oil price increase. It is not a question of whether or not 
you have negotiated a reasonable deal, any deal that involves anv 
increase is not acceptable to Ontario and it is your responsibility 
not his. Now, what are we seeing here? Are we seeing a juggling 
for positions here to see who can assign the blame to who if the 
price does go up? Or, is there some sort of abdication here of 
responsibilities? 

A. Well, you can answer that question yourself. I will simply 
recite what has been happening since the OPEC crisis in '73 since 
world prices have been going up very, very rapidlv. When I say 
the Federal Government has no interest, I mean that it is not the 
Federal Government which is a consumer or a producer. Our 
interest is to make sure that the results will be fair for as 

many Canadians as possible and that they will be conducive to 

not only economic growth now but sufficient amount of exploration 
and development that there will be more and more oil and gas 

found in Canada. So, this is our interest obviously. And, as 

I was saying, I forget in what language earlier, we have always 
ended up by deciding what should be done. But, for Premier Davis, 
he is speaking as the Premier of a consuming provinces which 

does not produce oil or gas and his interest is clear is that 
there should be no increase in the price of Alberta oil and gas. 
Now, you move over and you talk to Premier Lougheed and as Premier 
of that province his interest is clear is that there should be 
an increase. Not only because he wants more money LO meas 
Province which he is elected Premier to do but also because he 


: F : ; a 
says if we do not get an increase in prices and if we do no 


j nd 
tend towards world prices investors will not come in Alberta a 


they will not be looking for oil and gas and we are going to run 


out and then all of Canada will suffer. So, you have two vrovinces 
who very honestly can say, one can say as Premier Davis no 
increase at all. And the other can say, as Mr. Lougheed, we 
absolutely need an increase to world prices. So, you know, they 
are both telling the truth. That is the interest of the consumers 
in one province and the producers in the other. The Federal 
Government which is the government of all Canadians has to find 
some accommodation between these contradictory truths. That is 
as we have done in the past with our oil policies and that is 
what we are doing now with the agreement which has another six 
months to run and that is what we will do if we can replace the 
present agreement by another one. 

Qn I accepted that they both have different 
interests but there is a path between those interests. It is 
also in their interest to reach an agreement. It is in Premier 
Lougheed's. It is in Premier Davis'. It is in your interest 
to reach an agreement. Now, they have not. Now, suppose what 

I am asking you is has this failure to reach an agreement on oil 
prices been due to unrealistic intransigerce on the part of the 
consuming provinces and does this in effect throw the ball in 
your court and say, okay Trudeau you be the dirty guy that 
raises gasoline prices? 

A. Well I suppose that can be said but if it is said it should 
be said also that you also be the guy that gets credit for having 
raised the prices and for the fact that there is now more oil 
and gas in Alberta which has been discovered in the past two 

or three years because of our oil policies. Now, I mean if one 
is going to take the blame from the consumers in the immediate 
one should also take the credit for a policy which has vermittec 
more exploration and more development and which will mean that 
consumers of Canada will be self-reliant over a much longer 
period of time. But, once again, it is no doubt your role 

to attribute blames and give laurels but I am just stating the 
dilemma of the Federal Government is faced with the producing 


provinces on the one hand and the consuming provinces on the 


other and you know we have authority under the law to use what 
has been described, I think not unjustifiably as the revolver 
clause. If we cannot reach an agreement with Alberta what 
happens? Well, Alberta can take measures I suppose to keep 

its oil in the ground or not to sell it across its borders 
except at certain exorbitant prices and so on. And then we have 
to use the Petroleum Administration Act and force a price on 
them. Well, we have never done this in the past six years now 
almost that we are reaching agreements and I must say Alberta 
has never forced us to do it. They have accepted prices which 
were substantially, and now less substantially, but notably 
below world prices and we have worked out an agreement with 
them and with Saskatchewan and the consumer of Canada has been 
ever since the OPEC crisis still getting oil at a rate which is 
far inferior, which has been far inferior to world prices and 
how has this been done? It has been done in parts by Alberta 
and Saskatchewan not taking world prices, accepting an agreement 
that was not at world price level and also by the Federal 
Government out of its own treasury giving several billions of 
dollars to the five eastern most provinces to compensate them 


for the higher prices of imported oil. 


C'est encore une chose gu'il faut rappeler a la province de Québec: 
c'est qu'on peut nous faire la liste des sommes qu'on ne dépense 

pas dans la province au titre de l'énergie, mais on oublie de parler 
du petit 34 milliard qu'ils ont regu du trésor fédéral depuis 
1974 pour contenir le prix du pétrole aux consommateurs, cui aurait 
été beaucoup plus élevé que dans les provinces de l'ouest, si 
nous"avions pas payé ce 34 milliards., Et c'est trois milliards 

et demi venant du fédéral. En plus de cela, il faudrait dire qu'ils 
ont regu un cadeau de 1l'Alberta et de la Saskatchewan pour un montant 
sans doute un peu moindre, mais 6équivalent 4 la différence entre 


le prix mondial que l'Alberta et la Saskatchewan n'ont pas eu et 


le prix auquel ils ont vendu. 


Michel Guénard: Monsieur le Premier ministre, depuis trois 
jours, on vous a parlé beaucoup de décentralisation des programmes 
fédéraux, que cela soit la main-d'oeuvre, l'agriculture, les 
pécheries, l'expansion industrielle, etc. 

Est-ce que vous croyez qu'il y a place 
actuellement pour une plus grande décentralisation industrielle 
au Canada, compte tenu &videmment, de la nécessité que -vous invoquez souvi' 


| 


de laisser certains leviers économiques au pouvoir central? 


R. Eh bien, la d&écentralisation industrielle existe. 

Les provinces sont tout & fait libres sur leur territoire d'y é6tablir 
les industries qu'elles veulent, d'exploiter les ressources naturelles 
de la fagon qu'elles l'entendent, d'&tablir la stratégie industrielle 
qu'elles visent, dans le domaine des pateset papier, dans le domaine 
des mines, et cetera. Simplement, elles disent, eh bien, vous avez 
des pouvoirs en ce qui regarde par exemple, la redistribution des 


richesses, le minist@ére de l'expansion &conomique régionale 


Nous vous demandons d'utiliser ces pouvoirs pour nous en donner 
davantage, de l'argent. Vous avez des pouvoirs dans le domaine 
tarifaire qui protégent é6énormément historiquement depuis 110 

ans les 6conomies du Québec et de l'Ontario. Nous voudrions que 
vous continuiezde nous protéger avec vos pouvoirs tarifaires. 
C'est vous qui avez jurisdiction dans le domaine international, 
c'est-d-dire, pour la vente des produits & l'&étranger, le 
commerce international; nous voulons que vous fassiez cela de 
telle et telle maniére. 

Alors, encore une fois, les stratégies industrielles 
sont lad. Les provinces peuvent développer comme elles l'entendent. 
Simplement, si elles veulent notre apport, si elles veulent notre 
appui, nous devons, dans des conf&érences comme celle-ci, nous 
rencontrer, discuter de priorités et nous entendre. Je pense qu'on 
peut dire qu'apr@és trois jours de conférences, il y a eu de larges 
mesures d'entente dans tous ces domaines-1la, qu'il s'agisse de 
pécheries, dtexpansion 6conomique régionale ou de politique 
pétroli@ére sauf pour les prix, tous les domaines qui ont &té 
abordés depuis trois jours. Une large mesure d’entente, encore 
une fois, sauf dans le cas de la province de Québec, qui disait 
& peu pr@és toujours la méme rengaine: eh bien, vous ne nous en 
donnez pas davantage, vous ne nous “4onnez pas assez. C'est toujours 


la faute des autres si cela va mal au Québec. 


mT Mees 


JOHN HAY, CITIZEN: Another shot at oil prices if I may: your 
government has a strong interest in making your economic policies 
work over the next year and you and your ministers have made 

the economic argument for deferral of the oil price increase. 
Have any of the arguments that you have heard in the last three 
days outweighed in your own mind your own economic arguments? 

A. In my mind once again assuming that we cannot break an 
agreement which lasts until the end of June without giving 
something in return in my mind I would have to say that there 

is a pretty balanced option. I would think not be indiscreet 

in saying that the Minister of Finance would much orefer deferral 
because we are now at a stage in our economic development 

once again with a danger of renewed inflation with the fact that 
wage settlements have been below the increase in the cost of 
living and that there could be a danger of an explosion in 

wage demand and in costs and therefore in prices unless we can 
contain inflation and that is why we had these budgetary measures 
a couple of weeks ago, notably the cutting of the federal sales 
tax and in that sense as I was saving earlier a non increase in 
the price of energy in January would be good for us at this 
time. I am making the argument that Mr. Chretien made that I 
am suré Mr. Gillespie would support. I anumaking the arguments 
that were made by some of us at the First Ministers Conference. 
Q. Is there anybody in your Cabinet that would make a counter 
argument? 

A. Well, I would not want to identify any particular minister. 
But, in terms of having a choice of re-negotiating an agreement 
or re-interpreting an agreement there are some in my Cabinet 

who say, look, even the present agreement could prevent an 
increase in price because it depends at what rate you calculate, 
what exchange rate you calculaté the Chicago price and the 
Canadian price. As you know the iocrease only happens when 
there is so-called head room of a dollar. And, I am sure you 
have heard some ministers argue, even I have heard it from some 
Premiers, that this head room does not exist now if you count 
the dollar at, say, 90 cents which was the average which 


existed when the agreement was made and so on. So, there are 


hed 


some who will argue that but in order for me to accept that 
argument I would have to obviously act in confrontation with 
the two producing provinces, Alberta and Saskatchewan. And, 
that is a choice that I do not like to make. But, there is an 
argument for just Saying we are interpreting the agreement this 
way and we are preventing an increase in the price. But, I 
repeat, I am not saying we are going to do that. I said we 
were going to report to Cabinet tomorrow and see what further 
steps have to be taken. 

J. SIMPSON, GLOBE & MAIL: Prime Minister, in an earlier 
answer, you were talking about the delicate nature of the 
Canadian economy in an answer to John Hay's question, you 

were talking about the dangers of inflation explosion, wage 
demands and so on, I think it is fair to say you think the 
precarious nature of the Canadian economy is a justification 
for this. A number of Canadians I think would say since the 
original oil price agreement that the economy has been in 
various states of precarious positions and they would wonder 
whether in fact the proposal you were making which coincides 
with the probable pre-election period is not a political matter 
in the sense that you have been pressed in the past to freeze 
the price of oil and you have always refused even though the 
economy was in an equally delicate position than it is now. 

A. On the contrary I have been pressed not to increase the 
price of oil. 

Q. If I said the reverse, I am sorry. Well, for instance, 

the New Democratic Party and the producing provinces have from 
time to time said to you, do not let the price of oil rise as 
in a pre-arranged way. You have resisted that in the past and 
now you are prepared to consider it. I am wondering why given 
the fact that the economy in the past seemed to be equally 
delicate. 


A. Well, I suppose that could be a consideration to be added 


to the previous one. There may be those ministers in Cabinet 


who would say well, you know, there is no point in trying to 
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te-negotiate an agreement. There are the cynics who would say 
that it is just for electoral reasons. But, I think Cabinet 
woulda look beyond that and try and see if there is a particular 
reason now to negotiate out of that agreement and to find 
another form of agreement or to re-interpret the agreement and 
in that particular form is that controls are ending at the end 
of the year. They are ending in a legal sense the day before 
the other increase would come on and I think it is particularly 
urgent at that particular time to make sure that there is not 

an added impetus to the cost andprice structure. 

Q. May I ask a supplementary and it relates to this: the 
producing provinces would not have been able to do anything if 
in fact the increase had gone ahead on January the lst. In fact, 
it still may. Similarly, with the exception of Ontario the 
producing provinces with whom I spoke, and I stand to be 
corrected because you spoke to them privately, were indicating 
that they would prefer to see, this was certainly Mr. Levesque's 
position and the Maritime Premier's position, the increase go 
ahead on January the lst. Is it not more accurate rather than 
saying that the Federal Government has to act to balance off 

the interest for all Canadians, to say that it was the Federal 
Government which in this case really put the cat among the 
pigeons. 

A. No. I will give you two, I think, persuasive answers to 
that: the first is that if there is no change in the present 
agreement, what happens? We have to meet sometime around March 
or April, all the Premiers and myself to decide what happens on 
the lst of July because the four term agreement, the four 
semester agreement expires next term and in political terms I 
suppose you could argue that this is just as important for me, 
assuming I am going into an election then to be able to say no 
more increases. You know, we have seen the last of this nonsense. 
And, meet the Premiers and say to Lougheed and to Blakeney, no 
increases on the lst of July and there will not be any in the 
year after either and if you do not like it, we will use the 
revolver clause. That is a form of confrontation which politically 


certainly would not be liked in the west but if as you suggest 


we are interested in getting the consumers on our side, that is 
probably as useful a way of doing it as telling them there is 
going to be no increase in January but you are going to get one 
in July. But once again that is, you know, that is the political 
choices which you are raising because you are evoking a spectre 
of an election. The other argument is the economic one. In 
strict terms of the advantage of the consuming provinces and 

of the Federal Government it would be better that the increase 
go ahead in January and of course it is better for the producing 
provinces too. Now, how can that be that it is in everybody's 
advantage as governments that the increases go ahead and yet we 
are wondering if we could not stop them. The reason is very 
simple: it is a distinction between the governments and the 
people and this is not an imaginary argument. It was made by 
several Premiers I think certainly privately but I think they 
made it public, yes, they did make it publicly yesterday at 

the discussion. The province to my left said yesterday when we 
were discussing economy, and what's more you are threatening 

to stop the oil increase on the lst of January which is going 

to cost my province some $40 million in terms of equalization 
payments. And, Mr. Chretien answered very simply, yes, you as 
the government, you are not going to receive $40 million but 
your people would receive some $400 million. Now this is true 
of Newfoundland. This is true of all the provinces which are in 
the five eastern ones and who receive equalization. I am not 
sure if it true of Manitoba. But, you know, by strict count and 
I have the figures, if we do not increase on the lst of January 
the provinces lose $64 million on a yearly basis. But the 
consumers of Canada are ahead by some $825 million. So you can 
have a very paradoxical situation where the provinces want to 


gain some $62 million by telling us, don't stop the increase 


even if it is costing their people $400 million and Mr. Davis 


is not in this position because he does not recelve any 


equalization. So, you know, that may be one of the reasons why 


he says you stop the increase. But the provinces who would 


by stopping the increase lose some $40 million to the Treasurer 


of the Government are telling us, don't stop the increase. We 
want you to go ahead because we need that $40 million even if 

it means that consumers of Quebec are going to have to pav the 
$400 million. The province says we need that $40 million even 

if it means that our consumers are going to pay $400 million 

for it. The mysteries of politics. 

GEORGE RADWANSKI, Fin. Post; Prime Minister, we may be a little 
hampered in this by the fact that we have not had an opportunity 
to see the final communique yet but apart from having had an 
opportunity to exchange views to keep the channels of 
communication open on economic matters and provide a_ kind of 
progress report on what has been done since the February 
Conference, do you see any areas in which the meeting of the 
last three days has actually gone beyond what was decided last 
February or any concrete ways in which it has brought us closer 
to improved growth in the medium term? 

A. I think the Conference has been especially useful to indicate 
first that the goals and objectives we looked for last February 
were, not only the right ones but that they have been sought 
after and pursued by all the Provincial Governments and the 
Federal Government. And, I think it was important to get together 
and say, we were on the right course in February when we said 

we have got to keep costs in line. We have got to make sure 
governments don't grow too fast. We have got to make sure that 
in the area of inflation we keep it under control by doing such 
and so in terms of compensation and so on. So, the Conference 
was important as, I guess, a place where one could make a 
progress report and say we were on the right course. And, indeed, 
when you see the communique, you will see much is made of that, 
a re-affirmation of, I can say, our wisdom in February in looking 
at structural change, the so-called horizontal policies, 
environmental policies, the policies which condition the creation 
of jobs by the private sector. So, to that extent, the Conference 
was important and necessary. And, it is the assessment of the 
Premiers and myself, and once again I made sure that I have 

the support at least of nine of them at lunch when they 


authorized me to say that we all thought that the progress 


made here in specific areas under the agenda was also worthwhile. 
I mean, on fishéries, on PREF, on energy policies, once again, 
save pricing, on what was said on the first dav on labour 
policies. We felt that we had taken steps in the right direction 
and that there was a measure of agreement between provinces to 
push further in the next month along the same paths as we had 
done in the past months. 

DAVID HALTON, CBC : Prime Minister, on the basis 
of this Conference would you favour going back to a closed 
Federal/Provincial First Ministers Meeting, alter a Conference 
that after all saw quite a lot of windy rhetoric and a fair 
amount of posturing to the cameras. 

A. Well, to be honest, I find these conferences fatiguing for 

a very psysiological reason, these lights after three days I 

find absolutely blinding and tiresome. But apart from that, 

I do not think I would agree with you that there was a great 
amount of posturing. I would certainly make exception for one 
delegation on that. But, I would say that the other provinces 
and ourselves went through a lot of tedious reports and statement 
of positions which were not only tedious for me to preside over 
but I suppose for you, the media, to report on. But, they were 
all very important. Maybe progress is tedium and maybe reporting 
progress is not sensational but I do not agree that there was 

a great deal of posturing. I think it was important when we 
discussed subjects and even when there was difference between 
maybe Ontario or Alberta or Newfoundland, and Canada, I think 
this would have happened in the same way in private, perhaps 

with less speaches. It could have been shorter. But, I do not 
think that the orientation of the Conference would have been 
basically different and that we would have reached, I will even 
say marginally different conclusions. I think the conclusions 
would have been the same. We might have got through it a bit 
more quickly and with less blinding lights in our eyes but if 


that is important for the people of Canada to see how we operate 


I am happy. 


5 UGPe es 


Q. But you have made, sir, strong arguments in the past in 
favour of dispensing with formal reports. Have you changed 
your mind? 


AS Formal reports. 


OF Formal positions. 

A. Do you mean in public? 

Q. Yes. 

Fee Well, what I have said in the past and I think would be 


true for the future is that when you have to negotiate a very 
specific point on which there is a wide measure of disagreement 
between the provinces and the Federal Government such as pricing 
of oil or negotiation of a precise text on maybe a constitutional 
amendment or something, then I think it is much easier to do it 
as we sometimes do just between ourselves as First Minister 
either over a meal or at a closed conference. It is marginally 
better maybe. Although as I was saying earlier I cannot report 
that in the many, many times where I have decided to try and 
get the provinces to agree on an oil pricing policy it was helped 
by the fact that we were in private but maybe there was less. 
windy speaches on why it was not important to increase 
the prices and so on. I mean, it is true that some Premiers 
would say well, look, I don't have to make a speach on this. 
You know my view. I think it would be a terrible thing if you 
increased the price of oil. And, the other would say well, 
you know my view. I think it would be terrible if we did not. 
And you know that took a minute and a half rather than perhaps 
ten or fifteen minute speaches. So I think I reach the 
same conclusion. The open conferences are much longer and perhaps 
more tedious but basically the conclusions must be approximately 


the same. 
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CRAIG OLIVER (CTV): 


I wonder if you can tell us, in making the decision to remain, 
even though the polls are against you and many people are saying you 
next summer, 
can't win this election/ what were the factors you used in arriving at 
that decision to remain? 
A: Well I have been elected by the people and it would be normal 


who would 
to say that it will be the people / decide if I am not to remain but 


re no feeling that they will so decide. Insofar as the predictions 
of those who say that I am going to be defeated, well I just have to 
remind myself that they said that in '74 and they said that in '72 and 


the people decided otherwise, so I am not only deciding to remain, 


but I am deciding to remain with confidence. 


Q: Well one supplementary on that. Are there any factors 
might S 

which/lead you to resign before an election? 

A: You mean skeletons in my closet or things like that? 

Q: Well, personal matters? JI mean none of us wants to stay in 


the same job forever. 
A: Well this I can understand of you. No. Cuite frankly on 
that, I have said before I think the country has some very real 
problems and I think that the solutions I am proposing to those 
problems are better than the alternatives and I am not talking of 
people. I am talking of solutions. A lot of people criticize my 
approach to national unity and they say they don't like the Official 
Languages Act or they don't like my views on federalism. But they 
will also lave to ask themselves when the election comes around, well 
do we prefer Mr. Clarksor Mr. Broadbent's views on bilingualism or 
federalism or decentralization and then they will have to find out 

And it's ; 
what they are for one thing. /this kind of idea that, yes, I don't want 
to stay in politics forever but I am concerned about the future of the 
economy, the future of the constitution, the future of the country 
and for the same reason that one gets into politics I suppose one stays 
in politics. It is the old Plato aphorism that I quoted some eleven 


years ago. The reason you get into politics is because you don’t want 


to be governed by people who are less good than yourself. 


CATHERINE BERGMAN: Monsieur le Premier Ministre, eSt-ce que vous pouwriez 
(Radio Canada) 
nous donner un compte-rendu de votre entretien avec le 
Président Giscard 4 propos des relations de la France avec le Québec? 
Est-ce qu'il est vrai que cette conversation a &té coupée 
court? De plus, est-ce que vous pourriez me donner une idée de 
sur quelle base M. Barre viendra en février? 
R. Eh! bien, sur la premiére des trois 
questions, je ne peux que vous dire la consigne que l'on m'a 
donnée 4 moi, laquelle, je pense, est respectée par tous ceux 
qui ont des entretiens privés avec le Président de la 
République. Ce n'est pas la méme consigne que lorsqu'on voit 
le Président des Etats-Unis, le Premier Ministre de la Grande 
Bretagne. Mais, dans le cas d'une rencontre intime avec le 
Président de la Répsb1 iGue francaise, apparemment, la consigne 
est que l'on en dit le moins possible. Alors, c'est dans 
cet esprit-la que j‘'en ai dit le moins possible en sortant de 
L'Elysée. | 
Bien sir, 
vous le saviez quand je suis allé en France comme en Angleterre, 
c'était pour parler en gros des sommets qui onteu lieu 4 Bonn, 
et de celui qui s'en vient a Tokyo. On devait parler de toutes 
les questions qui &6taient 4 l'ordre du jour, c'est-ad-dire 
l*Sconomique, c'est-a-dire aussi la piraterie aérienne, 
c'est-a-dire aussi le rapport, le dialogue nord-sud. On a parlé 
de ces sujets. Je ne peux vraiment pas en dire beaucoup plus 
sans aller dans des détails. Vous connaissez mes vues 1a- 
dessus, e que je pense de la piraterie aG6rienne. Ce que je 
pense de l'&conomie et des problémes mondiaux posés par 1'écart 
entre le nord et le sud. Mais, je ne peux pas vous dire ce que 
le Président m'a dit sur ces choses. 
Pour ce qui est du Canada et du Québec, et 


Ge la France, vous connaissez mes vues aussi. Quant a celles 


du Président de la République, vous les connaissez. Alors, 
qu'est-ce que vous voulez que je vous dise de plus. 

Maintenant, vous me demandez aussi, et 

celaa 
c'est la deuxi@me question, si/ tourné court. Ma réponse, 
vraiment, du plus eae de mon coeur, ce serait de vous dire 
a 

mon. Cela fini estas: avait commencé dans une trés grande 
cordialité, avec beaucoup de décontraction et d'amabilité. Il 
n'y a pas eu la moindre difficulté sur le plan des &changes. 
L'accord ne s'est pas fait parfaitement sur tout 

le diagnostic 6conomique. Mais, il n'y a aucune raison 
de supposer, ni de prés ni de loin, qu'il y a eu le moindre 
accrochage ou tension. 

Pour ce qui est de la troisiéme question, 
la visite de M. Barre. Je ne sais pas si on a annoncé les 
détails, mais j'ai en téte quelque chose autour du 7, ou du 
8 février. Je ne me souviens pas des dates exactement. Mais, 
le programme a &té 6tabli, d'accord entre la France et le Canada, 
et le programme, s'il n'est pas connu, le sera dés que je seral 
au bureau. Peut-@tre qu'il y a une formalité qu'il faille 
l'annoncer a Paris et A Ottawa en méme temps. Mais, on ena a 
peine discut&, simplement pour confirmer que les &changes par 
correspondance que j'avais eus avec le Président, et ensuite 
avec M. Barre lui-méme, avaient été conclus, qu'on avait fait 
un accord qui &tait agréable aux deux parties. 

PAUL RACINE: (R-C) Monsieur Trudeau, tous ceux qui ont regardé 
les sondages depuis quelques semaines, en sont arrivés 4 exprimer 
la crainte que, lors d'une élection générale, il puisse y avoir 
une division selon des lignes linguistiques entre le Québec 

et le reste du Canada. Dans votre, je ne sais pas si on peut 
appeller ga comme cela, mais dans votre réflexion, 

votre examen de LOaay. MiSk yous a amené A prendre la décision 
de rester A la t@&te du Parti lors de la prochaine &lection, 


guel poids avez-vous accordé a ce fait-1ld, ou a 


cette crainte-1l4? 


R. Bien, je n'ai pas fait de réflexion tré@s 
profonde a ce sujet. Mais, si vous m'invitez 4 y réfléchir, 

je suppose qu'un autre leader libéral, s'il continue 4a 

ligne de 
poursuivre la méme /pensée qu'on suit depuis la période de 
M. Pearson et de moi-méme, il aura probablement une large 
soutien au Québec. Pour ce qui est de l'appui qu'il aura dans 
les autres provinces, je me demande vraiment si cela tient 4a 
la personnalité du leader, ou si c'est pas parce que pour un 
tas de raisons, il y a des anglo-canadiens dans les autres 
provinces qui pensent que les Libéraux ont &6té 14 depuis assez 
longtemps. Alors, est-ce que cela changerait s'il y avait un 
nouveau leader? Je n'ai pas beaucoup réfléchi a ce probléme 14. 
Q. Le récent sondage du Toronto Star qui semble 
irait 

indiquer que ¢a ve un peu mieux pour les Libéraux si M. Turner 
était 4 votre place, est-ce que cela n'indique pas que ce 
n'est pas tellement une question de politique, mais une question 
de personne? 
RY On me dit que le m&me sondage dit également 
que M. Turner est beaucoup moins connu que moi. C'est peut-étre 


la raison. 


TERRY WILLS: (Toronto Star) Mr. Prime Minister in the same vein 
do you think there is more racism along English/French lines in this 


country than there was in recent years and if so, why, and how do you 


counter it? 


A: No I @n't think there ismore racism. 
Oe You don't? 
DAVE HUMPHREYS: (Globe & Mail ) Mr. Prime Minister going back 


to your visit with President Giscard, would you tell us what your 
impression is after that visit of the French position regarding Quebec 
participation in a Francophone summit meeting and generally what do 
you think the prospects are now for such a meeting with or without 
Quebec participation? 
A: Well just basing myself on the evolution of events in the 
past year or so including the work of the Committee set up under 
President Senghor®! Senegal, I think it is fair to say that the position 
of Gnada is shared by, I guess, the majority of the eventual members 
of the Francophone countries. In essence it is that Canada will decide 
who participates in international meetings, in international 
institutions whether they be the United Nations, Unesco or whether they 
be a conference of heads of government of the Commonwealth of Nations 
or whether they be an international meeting in Paris on the north-south 
dialogue. Canada will decide who speaks for Canada and although some 
African nations at one point toyed with the other idea of suggesting 
that the organization itself should tell Canada who to bring along, 
we said well we will play those rules if you let us play them too and 
if we can decide who will speak for, whatever it is, the Ivory Coast, or 
who will speak -- but if you want to decide who will speak for the 
Ivory Coast we will decide who speaks for Canada. So I think that settles 
it with the great majority of eventual participants in the summit. 
Insofar as France is concerned, they have taken a position 
which at least for the time being is irreconcilable with that. They 


have said we could, only with difficulty, see a summit and, I am 


Setevhrasing, 1 guess they would say we wouldnot see rour Way rt 


participate in a summit from which Quebec was excluded. 


Now the two positions are clearly irreconcilable and to me 


this means that the possibility of a summit of French speaking nations 
in the sense that we have a summit of Commonwealth nations, is not very 
great because it couid be held conceivably; but if France is not going 
to be there there is not much point in holding one, but positions could 
change and I hope they will. I don't mean mine. 
DAVID HALTON: (CBC) Prime Minister I wonder if you could clarify 
some of the remarks you made at the recent Ontario Liberal Convention 
in which you appeared to imply very strongly that a Tory victory next 
year would mean that Quebec separation would be much more likely if 
not inevitable? 
A: No. I think that speechhas been very grossly misinterpreted 
and perhaps misunderstood through lack of clarity on my part. I think 
perhaps the paragraph or the phrases in which you might have got that 
impression were phrases where I was saying it is a good thing for Canada 
that many Quebecers came to work in Ottawa as members of parliament, 
as civil servants, as members of agencies and so on. And if tomorxn gy th 
were to 
go back and not work in Ottawa and say, gee, there is no place for us 
there, then I think separatism would indeed be very very -- the cause of 
separatism would be very very much advanced because there would be a 
de facto non-presence of french speaking Quebecers in Ott aes 

Now some of the people who either heard or were told about 
the speech read that as to mean if the Liberals don't come to Ottawa. 
That is not what I said. I said, you know, those french speaking 

Of course, 

Canadians. the majority of them are Liberal. They happen to be in our 
party, on the government's side. There are few from the other side 
but that is, I guess, the source of the misunderstanding and I stand 
by the text of what I said; that if those french speaking Canadians 
who, in the late fifties, early sixties or early seventies decided to 
come to Ottawa in order to affirm a french speaking presence, if they 
were to go back and not stay in Ottawa, then I think we would be a 
long way along the road to separatisn, I didn't use the word liberal 
at any point. 
Q: You would in effect appear to be saying that Joe Clark would 
be unable to maintain even a minimal french Canadian presence in Ottawa.) 
Bee If that is the way it appears to you. I mean you take the 


responsibility and the authorship of that idea. It is not what I said. 


I was really ~~ the whole theme of my speech to the Ontario Liberal 
Party was in the same way as if there were Quebecers who came to Ottawa 
to fight for unity, there must be English speaking Canadians who come 
to Ottawa to fight for unity and they can be from Alberta or they can 
be from Manitoba. They can be from all parts of English speaking 
Canada and I hope they will be Liberal but I am not Saying they have 
to be Liberal. I am just saying that somebody has got to take up this 
fight and I was appealing to my Liberal supporters in Toronto to do 
the same thing as we have done but in every election, there are a lot 
of French speaking conservative federalists who run for election and 
if they were elected, I assume they would come to fight for national 
unity. 
JEFF SIMPSON: (Globe & Mail) Mr. Prime Minister, have you had or 
any of your senior aids any contact either personally by telephone or 
in writing with Mr. Turner in the last month? 
A: Personally, in writing or by telephone or I suppose by 
telegraph or telex or gestetner -- 
FROM ‘HE FLOOR: Or microwave! 
A: The answer is no. Can you think of any other way of 
communicating? Smoke signals! 
Q: It was a serious question. One answer will do. Thank you. 
JACK BEST: (CANADA WORLD NEWS) Regarding the Guadaloupe Conference, 
ke wonder whether you could say Mr. Prime Minister why it is in your 
view that whenever countries like Canada, Britain or United States or 
Germany organizes me of these western summits Canada always gets 
invited and when France organizes one for instance at Rambouillet 
and now at Guadaloupe Canada doesn't get invited. 
Is France trying to tell us something? That we haven't 
arrived on the international, western big four scene yet? 
A: Well I think we must part ourselves from the idea that a 
good summit can't be held without Canada being there. I mean this a 
flattering idea and having been Prime Minister for some ten years I 
like to think that people believe that but it isn't necessarily true. 
Summits can take place, international conferences, without 
Canada being there and without us feeling slighted for not having been 


invited and this was, what I attempted to say quizzically when + sad 


but there is also asummit in Jamaica and a lot of countries haven't 
been invited and I don't think they feel slighted. It depends what you 
want to do, what purposes you are looking for, what the reason of the 
summit is. Now the summit in Guadaloupe, as has been explained to me 
at least by two cd the participants is an event where President Carter 
wants to know his European counterparts a bit better. I don't know who 
had the idea first but I have been told by at least one of the 
participants that it wasn't France that had the idea first. That it was 
somebody else and it was in fact President Carter. Now I don't know 
if that is true or not but it doesn't seem all that important. 
I think it is damn important that Carter gets to know his 

European counterparts better than he knows them and perhaps more 
important better than they know him because I happen to have a lot 
of respect for President Carter but I don't think every one of his 
European counterparts among the whatever it is, the seven or eight or 

most important countries of Europe have the same knowledge of hin, 
ten / and therefore the same respect, and I think it is important 
that that be established and to the best of my knowledge that is why 


the summit was called. 


Q: ' You don't feel then, that Canada necessarily rates 
a place when western summit conferences take place? 
A: Well certainly not. Because there are, I suppose, at least 


two or three or perhaps even four summits a year where the countries 
of Europe get together and where Canada isn't invited nor is the 
United States. There are other forms of summits. I guess the 
Commonwealth 1S a good example of english speaking nations where we 
don't invite the strongest and most powerful of those english speaking 
nations, the United States of America. Thereare summits on economic 
subjects where I could understand that Japan might be invited and not 
Canada and perhaps not Italy but it really depends on what you want to 
achieve from a particular summit. I think it was fortunate that we 
were invited to the four most recent.summits of the industrialized 
nations, or was it three. Puerto Rico, London and Bonn. I guess three) 
because I think we have an input, an interest to defend and an idea to 
promote but you can't feel that every time they meet they have to 


invite Canada lest somebody be offended. Certainly not me. 


CLAUDE TURCOTTE: 
(Le Devoir) 


supplémentaire 4 celle de tant6ét concernant M. Turner. Je 


Monsieur le Premier Ministre, une question 


voudrais 1'&étendre de fagon beaucoup plus globale. Est-ce que, 
au cours des derniéres semaines, enfin, disons depuis les 
6lections partielles, il vous est venu & l'esprit de remettre 
vous-méme votre leadership en question? De vous poser des 
questions, de consulter des collégues, des amis, par exemple, 
les instances du Parti, pour savoir si le temps 6tait venu de 


ou 
quitter / si vraiment la question ne vous est pas venue A l'esprit, 


Ri Eh! bien, je ne peux répondre qu'en disant 
que les rumeurs dont on m'a appris l'existence sont absolument 
dénuées de fondement. Si vous me dites est-ce que dans 
votre vie jamais il vous arrive de penser a l'avenir? La 
réponse est oui. J'ai des enfants. J'ai encore quelques années 
A vivre. J'ai déjA répondu &A des questions qui ont &t&, d'ailleurs, 

avec deux ans de retard, publiées dans Le 
Figaro,que je voulais faire certaines choses a l'avenir. Si vous 
pensez, encore une fois, 4 l'interview du Figaro qui a paru 
& Paris. Bien, je le dis pour ceux qui pourraient y penser, parce 
que cela a fait son petit tour de presse ici. L'interview avec 
Alain Stanké a 6té donnée il y a presque deux ans, il y a plus 
d'un an et demi, ayaa ae A ce moment 14 textuellement dans 
un livre qu'il a publié. C'est publié aussi 4 la télévision. 
Vous l'avez probablement vu, ceux qui regardaient TVA a ce 
moment 1a. 

Maintenant, on ressort, .un bout d'interview 

de choses que je disais a ce moment 1a, of 1 n'était pas question 


ni de M. Turner, je pense aussi que j‘étais pas mal haut dans 


les sondages, au printemps de 1977. Alors, vous sortez Ga 


a ; : isthe 
Dr terant. Baar l'air d'un gars qui pense & son avenir 


a rumeur qui a 6&té publiée par 
M. Wilson, et je “Sek ey snes dire dans le blanc des yeux, parce 
ete a dit, et il ne l'a pas reconnu: Ila publié, je pense, 
une fois ou deux, que j'avais vu M. .gan Marchand, et qu'on avait 
discuté mon avenir. Ce n'est pas vrai. Je n'ai pas vu 
M. Marchand? téte A téte, depuis le printemps dernier. Je sais 
que M. Wilson ne me croit pas. Alors, je ne veux pas lui dire 
qu'il dit de gros mensonges, mais je lui dis qu'il est mal 
informé. Je n'ai’ pas vu M. Marchand. J'ai discuté avec 
M. Marchand au caucus et dans d'autres circonstances, Mais, 


inventer une histoire comme celle-18, qu'est-ce que vous voulez, 


c'est une pure invention. Alors, voila. 


W. A. WILSON: (Montreal Star)If I may say so, Mr. Prime Minister, I 
received your message from Dick O'Hagan last Thursday -- 

Pardon? 
Q: I received your message from Dick O'Hagan last Thursday at 
sk del AO it with him, and I have not referred to the matter 


~ / 
Ssince/so I have not referred to it since I received a message from you 


that the information is incorrect. I would like that to be clearly 


understood. 


od 


Well I accept that and I thank you for it. Travan 
debrief myself from Mr. O'Hagan in any detail but I did receive a note 
that you continued to say, I presume privately, that you had heard 
that from a very good source, with respect, to the effect that you 
continue to believe it but if you don't believe it and you haven't 
repeated it then we are in complete agreement. 


On is may, Sir, have retained some skepticism, but I accepted 
your formal word on the matter. 
A: : Thank you. 


Bo gee OLE UR) Monsieur le Premier Ministre, je voudrais 


simplement que vous répétiez la réponse que vous avez donnée 
en anglais, tout a l'heure, sur votre position face a l'exigence 
de la France de voir le Québec participer 4 un sommet des pays 


une s 
francophones, 4 espéce de Commonwealth. 


R. Excusez-moi, vous voulez que je répéte en 
frangais? 

Q. Oui, s'il vous plait, la réponse. 

R. Oui. Eh! bien, la question 6tait: I think 


you were asking, is there liable to be a summit, a francophone 
summit? 
(O15 Oui, quelle est votre position? Est-ce que 
le Québec participerait a ce sommet~ 14, 4 la suite de votre 
discussion avec M. le Président? Est-ce qu'il y a en aura un 
sommet? Qu'’est-ce qui nous attend? 

déclaré 
R. Eh: bien, ce que j'ai / en réponse, c'est 
que, autant que je puisse voir, la plupart des pays qui sont 
intéressés & la francophonie acceptent le point de vue du Canada, 
A savoir que, si il y a un sommet international, ce sera a chaque 
pays de déterminer le mode de sa participation. Je donnais 
comme exemple qu'il y avait eu, 4 un moment donné, un malentendu 
ot certains pays d'Afrique, notamment, disaient qu'il faudrait que 
le sommet soit tenu en présence du Québec. On leur a dit, 
bien, si vous voulez que déterminer qui représentera le 


Canada, vous nous permettrez de déterminer 6galement qui repré- 


sentera tel ou tel pays d'Afrique. Ils ont trouvé que cela 


n'avait pas beaucoup de bon sens. Alors, dans ce sens 14, il 
est généralement admis que, s'il y a un sommet, chaque chef 
d'Etat, de gouvernement, chaque pays souverain devra décider 


qui y participe. Dans notre cas, on a décidé que, vraiment, Seo) 


y avait un sommet important sur des questions internationales, 


Rie nas question Be autre que le chef du gouvernement 


canadien y participe. C'est la position qui a &té &tablie par 
le Canada depuis longtemps. Je pense qu'elle a &t& réitérée 4 cette 
méme tribune par le président d'un Etat africain. 

J'ai ajouté que la France, de son cdté, avait 


indigué que, s'il y avait un sommet auquel le Québec ne 


participait . pas, il serait difficile pour elle d'y étre 
présente. Alors, c'étaient deux positions assez visiblement 
contradictoires. Je peux en conclure, pour le moment, qu'il 


n'y aura pas de discussion au sommet. I1 n'y aura pas de sommet, 
parce que ce sera assez difficile de tenir un sommet des pays 
francophones sans que la France y soit. Elle ne veut pas y 
tre aux conditions qui semblent acceptables, je pense, a un 
grand nombre de participants. Alors, probablement que 1'idée 
d'un sommet est remise pour quelque temps. 

Mais, 6coutez 18, je tire mes conclusions. 
Ce n'est pas une conclusion que je tire au nom du Président de 


la France, ov du Président Senghor ou de quelqu'un d'autre. 


PETER DESBARATS: (Global) Mr. Prime Minister I wonder if you could 
repeat in English what you said in French about -- because I would 
rather have it with the authentic voice if we could, about reports 
that have been appearing about alleged conversations you were supposed 
to have had with associates about possible resignation. These rumours 


a 
now are/recurring phenomenon. I imagine they may be a phenomenon that 


will endure until we 

get into an dection campaign and I would be interested in your opinion 
also as to whether you feel they have an adverse political affect on 
you, wether .they make your job more difficult, whether you feel perhaps 
in some cases they are even politically motivated? 

A: I think when I was dealing with that I gave two 
examples. The first one was an article which appeared in Le Figaro 
about a week ago and which was talking about my life after I had 
retired and which seemed to lend same credibility to the fact that 

I was thinking of retiring and I just pointed out in French that that 
was an interview I gave a year and a half ago in the spring OL. wy 
which was published in those days and which ee mice se now and 
which was obviously out of context because in the spring of '77, if 


my memory is correct, there was no rumour of my retirement. On the 


contrary. I was beginning to be pretty high in the polls so that is 


Sale) 


one example I gave and the other example I think has been setto rest 
in my discussion with one of your colleagues to the effect that one 
of these rumours I think out of Washington or wherever was to the effect-- 
no, sorry. It was a rumour out of Montreal or Ottawa that I had met 
Mr. Marchand, one of the so-called three wise men, and discussed my 
future with him and he had enjoined me to resign and I can say more 

in English piles I did in French. Not only I hadn't been meeting with 
Mr. PRE ar, ‘we hadn't had, as far as he or I can remember any 
private meetings since last spring but that far from enjoining me to 
resign he sent me a message after reading the so-called article, the 
so-called facts, and 

said not only had we not met to discuss this but if you want to know 
my advice, for God's sake don't resign. That would be a terrible thing 
to do. That is two. The other was I was meeting Pelletier to 
discuss the same kind of subject and I think I can dismiss that 

as I did in France by saying Pelletier's future depends more on me 

at this stage than mine on him. You know I also said in French I 
wouldn't deny that I never in my dreaming hours think of the life I 
would lead some day when I am no longer Prime Minister and in that 
contextwhen Stanké asked me what would you like to do after I told 
him Iwould like to live in the country. And certainly I will avoid 
studiously But 

saying that kind of thing until the next election. / I wouldn't deny 
that I don't dream about having a life after I retire from politics. 

As I think the first questioner said we all dream sometimes of getting out 
fa job we have and into another and maybe -- 

Q: I was wondering whether you found the rumours combined to 
make your job much more difficult these days, whether you just accept 
them as part of the game at this stage of our electoral history or 
whether you feel there is something more to them, either that they 

are politically motivated or that they are unfair in some way? 

A: Well at this stage I don't find them embarrassing. I mean 
they are so unfounded that I find them rather amusing. I could 
conceive circumstances where I would find it embarrassing is that if 

it tended to become a self-fulfilling prophecy and people are sort of 
Saying well if he is going to go we may as well make sure he does it in 
the right circumstances and we have the right replacements ready and 

80 On, but here you are perhaps more informed observers than me but I 


s or m 
sense no movement to give me a bum's rush either in my caucu Y 


Si awe 


cabinet or in my party. Now once again I don't have all the 
information you do but if I were to state that a bit pompously I 
would say that I don't think I have lost anything of my legitimacy. 
I was elected as the head of a party thathad a majority. It 
still has a majority and I haven't seen either in caucus or in 
parliament or elsewhere or even in federal provincial conferences 
people suggesting that I had no right to speak for Canada because I 
was a lame duck and that I was no longer the head of a government so 
I suppose there are circumstances where it could happen. I ydonwt 
feel that we are anywhere threatened with that and therefore I 
certainly can't speculate that eee obscure tactic to do me in. 
BOB DOUGLAS (CP): ' I wanted to ask you about the summit you 
will be attending, Mr. Prime Minister, the summit in Jamaica, this 
summit on north south relations. You seem to be going to it with a 
somewhat weak hand as Canada has frozen its foreign aid budget and at 
the same time it has raised, has set quotas on imports from some 
developing countries. I am thinking here of textiles. Will you be 
going to the conference with some proposals to either ease some of 
these restrictions, these trade restrictions or toincrease aid to 
reverse this freeze that you imposed? 

A; Well on the data itself, even with the freeze, we are still 
amongst the countries that have the best record in terms of external 
aid and that is probably more a reason why I was invited than the 
contrary one, because they hoped to have me change my mind. Perhaps 
I should say a few things about the Jamaica summit because I don't 
want you to be disappointed, those of you who are going to travel 
there to see it and just come back with a good tan but not much 
information. In a sense it will be like theF rench summit. We are 
not fooling you in trying to prevent you from having a nice trip to 
London or Paris or Jamaica when we say there is not going to be any 
news. This was the rule with which we set up the trip I have 
just come back from much on the request of the French government. When 
they say it is a private visit, you know, it is not good form to have 
press conferences, And in the case of the Manley Summit, it was set UP 
Originally. Oh,I guess the idea began to germinate around last 
February when Prime Minister Manley came back from a visit to 


Chancellor Schmidt and stopped off in Ottawa and he told me about an 
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idea that le, Manley and Schmidt had put together about having five 

or six of us get together in a very informal setting without an agenda, 
without specific proposals, without an effort to draw conclusions or 

to write a communique, just to try and understand a bit better where 
the log jam was, why we weren't able to make more progress inthe north- 
south dialogue. We know that when the block of seventy-seven who 

are now some hundred and I don't know how much on the one hand in the 
United Nations and the block of the others on the other hand, the 

nine or something like eighteen talk about north-south, they don't 

get anywhere. We know that then conference made a bit more 
progress in the sense that the group of nine I think made some very 
substantial concessions but which were almost thrown away by the less 
developed nations because they weren't what they expected or as much as 
they wanted and so on and we feel that the discussions to be held on 
UNCTAD some months down the road would be more beneficial if 

some representatives of the north and some representatives of the 
southern group of countries were able to get together informally without 
ae ene once again to just try and talk. Now what is wrong with the 
wie you object to it and why should it have a second window or 

why shouldn't it and, you know, without the officials and without 

the -- a bit like we did I guess on highjacking in Bonn where the 
Summit seemed simple to us, the seven at the summit to arrive at some 
solutions on hijacking but then you give it back to the officials 

and they listen to the private sector and it becomes complicated once 
again but still once those at the summit have said we can understand 
this problem and we think we can solve it, we think we make some good 
progress and this is a bit why Manley is convening I guess four or 

five of us from the north and four or five from the south. Perhaps a 
bit less. I don't know what the last numbers are. Once again I am 
certainly not going there to try and justify our freeze or to plead 
that we have been more generous than most in foreign aid or in the 
receiving of immigrants or of refugees. We just think that this is 

one of the great problems of the next ten or twenty years. The 
increasing hostility, potential for hostility between the north and 
south, the have and the have notsAnd they know that Canadians, 
whether it be Mr. Pearson or myself have expressed concerns for that 


and have tried to work at solutions and I suppose that is the reason 


why I have been invited. 
BOB LEWIS: (MacLEAN'S) Mr. Prime Minister, one thing that is being 
said in your caucus and your cabinet and your party is that your 
party's re-election chances are very bleak. Undoubtedly some of these 
people are people who favour Mr. Turner but many of them are very 
loyal to you and I am just wondering what your thoughts are about the 
ways in which you may reverse your fortunes which are very bleak. What 
plans and strategy do you have over the next few months to get yourself 
out of what looks like -- 
A: Well I guess the first thing I would say is to cheer up those 
who think that our future is very bleak and to give them a bit more 
confidence and that would seem to me the first operation. 

I suppose there are a certain number of hand wringers in 
my party and perhaps I don't have occasion to meet them as often as 
you do but certainly when I meet them as I have occasion to TE tey 
and tell them that we have fought difficult battles before and we have 
won them and when I find partisans who need te be stimulated a bit 
well I talk to them as I did in Toronto two or three weeks ago but it 
is certain that you don't -- I won't quote Laurier but I'll quote 
HabokeoneenG ona fight the same kind of war with different kind 
of troops." Show me the troops I am going to have and I will decide 
what strategies we should use. I didn't realize precisely the 
nature of the operation here was to convince you that things are 
going to be good -- 
GEOFF MATTHEWS: (Halifax Chronicle-Herald) I wonder if you can tell 
me how soon you will be announcing the name of the next Lieutenant 
Governor of Nova Scotia and if the choice has been made yet. 
A: I think I can safely say that that will be done before 
Christmas. 
Q: Has the choice been made yet? . 
A: Well we are down to a short list. 
MIKE DUFFY: (CBC) Mr. Prime Minister ‘before I go back to ask you 
about some of the other questions about your career following on 
Geoff Matthews, when are you going to make public your appointment 
today which I gather went over with great cheers and so on at 
cabinet of Mr. Mackasey as the chairman of Air Canada? 


A: Well this is a good time to make it public. Do I hear the 


same cheers here? 
Q: : Do you see a role for him in terms of national unity and 
so On carrying on as a sort of semi-public figure at the airline and 


making his speeches about bringing the country together? 


A: I don't see why he shouldn't make those speeches. Teehnik 
that more chairmen of boards and presidents of corporations should 
Blige 


be concerned a little bit with the problem of unity and Mr. Mackasey 
in his spare time, and he has a lot of energy, can give an example to 
our corporate managers Of somebody who is not only concerned with the 
worker and with serving the public well but is also concerned with 
the future of the country. I think that will make it even more 
clear that it is a good appointment. 

Qi: Sir a propos the discussion of your stepping down, I was 
told in the last couple of days that rather than step down you had 
even indicated ne a that you were prepared to stay on if in 


the unlikely event there would be a conservative government, that 


you would stay on as leader of the opposition at least until the 


Quebec referendum is out of the way. Do your thoughts go that far. 
ahead? 
A: Well it is not the kind of thing I dream of. It is not 


the kind of thing I like to speculate on either. If you stay on 
and you respect the democratic process you have to be prepared to 
live with the results whatever they are. As Sacha Pitoeff 

used to say in Marienbad: " can lose but I never do." He 
was a gambler. 

GEORGE RADWANSKI: (Financial Times) Mr. Prime Minister as much for 
the historical record as anything else and without reference to 
specific rumours as to who you did or didn't talk to and without 
reference to the fact that everybody thinks abouthis future at 
some time, did you in fact recently go through a period of more or 
less intense reflection on the pros and cons of staying on which, I 
suppose for someone who approaches things as logically as you tend 
to, would be the normal exercise to go through. Did you in fact 
instinctively decide well I am going ahead with it without any 
period of actual reflection on the pros and cons? 


A: Well you George or shallelsaall you, Petercns yous. = asking 


what is the nature of my thoughts. You know that is really going 4 


Ses 


bit far. I have told you the results of my thinking process. Have I 
ever speculated in my inner soul about my future? I suppose I have. 

I think I have said once before that if it hadn't been for the election 
of the PQ in November of '76 the decision to leave politics might have 
been rather easy to come by-So, you know, sure, I think about these 
things sometimes but I certainly don't discuss them in front of all 
these mikes. 

Q: Well, sir, I wasn't asking you to spill your guts ina 
totally general way -- 

A; Well let's go on to the next question. 

DOUGLAS FISHER: (CJOH) Mr. Trudeau a question arises out of watching 
Mr. Levesque on television the other night speaking about the return 
of the Cossette-Trudels and he got into the question, he repeated that 
now famous phrase of John Turner when Minister of Justice that someday © 
when the truth is known about what happened in October, 1970, the 
Canadian people would understand. Mr. Levesque said that he hoped that 
in this coming trial and perhaps associated with it we would finally 
know. I wanted to ask you two quite rather separate questions. Did 
you ever give any consideration to giving terms of reference to 

the MacDonald inquiry to deal with that whole matter of the crisis in 
relationship to security of 1970 and the other question is have you 
still any consideration of doing anything about the War Measures Act 
before the next election? 

A: Well you guote Mr. Turner and I do believe he said words 

to that effect. I can only say that I have never said anything like 
that nor have I ever believed --- 

Q: Tf I could interject here just for information purposes. 

Just last week, I think when you were away, Mr. Lalonde in response 

tO a Similar question from someone in the press gallery said that 

no there still wouldn't be any release of that information or the . 
facts so in a sense he tended to give credibility to the idea that 
there is still something that isn't known. 

A: Well I really can't contradict you on Lalonde but like 

Mr. Wilson I have very grave reservations about what you say. 

Lalonde was Living in those events and I believe that his thoughts 
would be much closer to mine a as say Mr. Turner's thoughts but 


I say that particular phrase. I have always said in and out of 
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Parliament that there are no hidden facts upon which we made our 
decision to proclaim the War Measures Act. There wasn't a series 

of informations we had that we couldn't tell people and that someday 
after the 30 year rule were exhausted you would find out about it. 
That has always been my position. It still is.And the only sense 
in which -- I don't know once again what Lalonde said and in what 
context you are quoting him -- but the only thing that could come 


out of an inquiry as far as I am concerned are things that are already 


known. 
Q: There is no mystery there at all? 
A: No mystery there at all. I got a phone call. I remember 


it clearly. I was at Lac Mousseau, Harrington Lake. I got a phone 
call from Monsieur Bourassa on a Sunday sort of saying, you know, we 
are running out of means. Our police are tired. We can't follow all 
the leads we have. I am informed by my police that they need greater 
means to act and so on. You have to give us those means through the 
War Measures Act and I said, you know, you can't be serious. If we 
proclaim the War Measures Act now we would be accused of using methods 
which would be harmful to you because you would have asked the 
federal government -- you try and solve the problem with the people 
you have. We will lend you our police. If you need the army you 
know undér the Defence Act you have just got to write and say that 
you need assistance of the civil power and that was the dialogue for 
several days. I have said this. Pelletier wrote it in his book. 
Bourassa has made it clear several times. These are the facts and 

I would think that both the Quebec cabinet and the Montreal police 
had to struggle very hard in their souls before asking Ottawa first 
for the army and second for the use of the War Measures Act which here 
again should I remind you, was not an invocation of the totality of 

of power. It was a slight extension of the Criminal Code to be used 
in exceptional circumstances such as most countries have the power to 
do under the criminal law that they have. And, that slight extension 
is an important one in terms of civil liberties. It means the power 
to arrest without warrant and to detain for more than whatever it is, 
the usual 48 hours, I forget what the code now says, without bringing 
to trial and that is a serious departure from the normal operation of 


the Criminal Code but it is not the War Measures Act. It is the use 


SUD VE 


of a slightly enlarged police power and that was brought in at some 
point when I repeat .* the provincial police and the municipal police 
in Montreal seemed co be running into problems of exhaustion and not 
being able to follow up all of the leads they eee the federal 
government first got a request from the provincial attorney-general 
that he wanted us to give him military assistance which other provinces 


eae no choice but to bay 


have asked for in other circumstances and we 
yes because we don't have a national guard in Canada as they do in 

the United States of America where each state has its national guard. 
There is no such thing in Canada so when they need a national guard 
they write us a letter and ask for it,And that was the army. And insofar 
as the War Measures Act it was only when we got written assurance from 
both the democratically elected Mayor of Montreal and the democratically 
elected Government of Quebec that there was a state of apprehended 
insurrection or words to that effect, that we invoked the War Measures 
Act. There "97" a lot of rumours and we heard about arms cached and 
everything else. I remember hearing about arms being discharged at 
Three Rivers and falling into the river and so on, and, you know, in 
times like that you hear all kinds of stories and maybe that is 

some of the things that Mr. Turner had in mind. I remember hearing 
stories of trucks that had been loaded with dynamite and they were 
parked in the garage of a certain building and at some given signal 
they would blow the city up. You probably heard them too. 

Q: Mr. Marchand told Mr. Webster out in Vancouver but I want 

to ask you a supplementary about this if I may because -- 

A: This will be the last one, though. 

Q: Is it possible that Mr. Turner would know of matters at that 
time that you did not know because he did make that statement in 
Parliament. It is ey eee er and I have asked Mr. Turner on several 
occasions as a journalist whether he was prepared to annua said" someday 
it hasn't been cleared so that was an indication to me that the 
question Mr. Levesque raised just the other night on television is 
still in people's minds including Mr. Turners. It is possible that he 
knew something, was aware of material at that time that you didn't 
know? 


A: Well is it possible? I suppose anything is possible but all 


I can say ig that it is the most unlikely event that I ever would have 
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heard of. You know Mr. Turner and myself and Mr. Sharp and Mr. 

Drury and MacEachen, there was a small -~ Mr. Marchand, Mr. Pelletier, 
there was a small group of us who were trying to pilot the country 
through this crisis and we were the ones -- I remember that group 
very well which had to discuss well, would W& accede to the requests 
of the government of Quebec and of Montreal and invoke the War 
Measures Act?And if there had been any facts there -- you know, maybe 
Mr. Turner was perhaps aware of more rumous than I was and perhaps 
some of those rumours may be founded so that maybe Mr. Turner does 
know things. All I can say is that the basis on which the decision 
was taken was not that kind of rumour. It was an analysis of the 
situation. It was the knowledge of impending panic and exhaustion 
and advice by various police corps and we said well this is it and, 
you know, you have to go back and ay Rae of you lived those days and 
wrote about it -- you have to go back to the atmosphere that was in 
Montreal and other parts of Quebec in those days to realize that 
nobody knew the extent of the danger -- 

Q: Perhaps your ramarks today will satisfy Mr.. Levesque? 


A: I don't think that will be of any interest to him. 
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A CTV NEWS SPECIAL REPORT 
| 


A CONVERSATION WITH THE PRIME MINISTER Governm 


TRANSCRIPT 


elease Date: Thursday, December 28, 6:00pm ET 


IRUCE PHILLIPS:: Good evening, I'm Bruce Phillips. I would like to welcome 
ou again to the annual CTV conversation with the Prime Minister of Canada. 
t is the tenth year in a row it is my pleasure to welcome as our guest toni: 
fhe Right Honourable Pierre Elliott Trudeau. I think this is the twelfth or 
‘hirteenth that you have done Mr. Trudeau and the tenth anyway that I have 


lone with you, as some sort of a tribute to your longevity. 


TERRE TRUDEAU: It is 

BRUCE PHILLIPS: Before we start this,I would just like to outline briefly 
For you if I can, what I personally hope to achieve by this conversation. 
I'm not here as a prosecuting attorney, I'm here to ask questions. The 
rime Minister is not here as a defence witness, although I hope we will 


nave a lively exchange on the record of his government. I'm 
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also here to invite the Prime Minister because he is the Beane 
Minister not just the party leader, to give his perceptions c 
of where he thinks the country has been and where it is ae 
Above all I hope this exchange will be interesting, even 
entertaining and above all civilized. We are going to be 


back in just a moment to start. x 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Mr. Prime Minister, you said in Toronto a 

few days ago in a speech to a fund raising dinner that you 

like your job and at a recent press conference, you left the 
impression at any rate, that all questions about your future 

as a leader, had been decided, but I personally remain at least 
a little bit unconvinced. It would seem to me that as a ; 
politician you would keep your options open to the last possible 
minute in terms of whether you wish to continue on as a leaer. — 
I would like to ask you therefore, have you really finally and 


totally made up your mind about this question? 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Yes I have Bruce. I am wondering what you 
mean by what is the last possible minute? Obviously one 

can ask me this question and one has been asking me this 
question for several years now, including before the last 
election and certainly after the 1972 election and a minority 
government and I kept saying yes, yes, I'm here to stay and 


here to fight and it's the only answer I can give. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: | No I think there is another answer that you 
can give if you wanted to give it. Well, iti eviOumlook Tact 

your gallup polls along about February or March and they show 
you on beans uealss unfavorable position, you might at that 
stage of the game decide that there is no point in fighting an 
election which you seem predestined to lose and therefore 


turn it over to another leader. 
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PIERRE TRUDEAU: Well I suppose you could have said that at 


“a 


any time in the past when the polls were bad and indeed they 
were very bad at times and they always seemed to come back . 
and I always seemed to come on at the election and at least 
for the past three I stayed on and been Prime Minister and 
one cannot prevent the press from speculating but of course I 
give the answer that is in my mind at any given time that is - 


asked me, has consistently been the same one. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well that is your present intention at any 


rate, is to stay on at least as Party Leader. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Of course but it was my present intention in 
1972 and one could say, aha, it's his present intention so 


he'll probably leave in 1973. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well let me turn the question around another 
way. I mean even if you thought your chances of winning were 
minimal, that you might lose the election, you would still 
stiek in. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: You see I don't ask myself the question in 


those terms. I ask... 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: No, but I am putting the question in those 


terms. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: I have answered it to you. I'm here, I'm 


here to stay. I think you've asked me previous years whether it 
was last year or the year before, if you found that the 

country had suddenly become much happier or much wealthier or 
much more united, if you would leave. Then indeed that would 
set me thinking. Because I mean strange as it may seem, I am 
net here just because I love power. I am Prime Minister because 
I think that with the power that I have, I can do things which | 


correspond with my ideal for the country. If you were to come 


up with a scenario of that somebody else would do it immensely 
better, the country would be stronger economically and 
politically and socially, obviously I would say, gee, you know 
I don't see that as a reality. I haven't seen that in the 

past years, someday in politics I may. I may Saye ele metoo 
tired, or I'm worn out, or the replacement is so obviously 
better that I leave. But one has to answer at every point in 


time with the data that we have and the data that we have..... 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well that's good. That's I'm glad. You have 


anticipated my next question which is that I've assumed all 
along and I certainly give you credit for the assumption that 
if you came to the conclusion that it was in the best interests 
of the country, to step aside, you would do so. And that Pierre 
Trudeau does not necessarily assert that what's good for you 

is good for the country. You put it the other way around. 


Okay. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Take my answer. I don't just love power for 
power's sake. If I have power, it's because I want to be able 


to exercise it in some direction. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well I'm going to lay out for you now a 
scenario which I think yau have to answer to defend your 
decision to stay on and it is this one, that if these polls 
mean anything, that we have been looking at, you have been 

at any rate in the last several months, at any stage of the 
game, looking at the possibility of leading a party in which 
you would have almost no representation in the next parliament 
in from English-speaking Canada and all of your support 
essentially comes from the Province of Quebec. Now I know that 
is your basic political problem and that is the one you are 
now going to try to turn around, but Prime Minister, you will 
at some point have to make a judgement of the likely outcome 

of an election and would you be prepared to face an election 


if it seemed to be in your mind what was going to happen? 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Look if I were certain that my going into 

an election were going to divide the country, perhaps I wouldn't 
run. But Bruce that's like telling a gambler if you're 

certain to lose the thousand dollars you are putting on, 

will you play it. You would obviously say, no I won't play 

it, because I'm certain to lose, but if I think I can win, 

I obviously will play. But if I think I can be of utility 

to the country, I obviously would stay and when you are in the 
democratic process, you never know, just like in the gambling 
process, wat os not sure. Polls are down but they have been 
down before and I've been elected after they've been down. And, 
they're down but they have been up last year and the year 
before that they were down and you know, they go like that. 

So, I can't base myself either on the unknown because the polls 
don't tell you about the future and I can't base myself on 
whether I would be good or bad for the country. Obviously I 
think I am good for the country, otherwise, I wouldn't not 

only be Prime Minister but I wouldn't even be in politics 


at all. 


_ BRUCE PHILLIPS: Okay, we'll come to that in a moment, but 
it seems to me that you have confirmed my proposition, that if — 
that if you did come to the conclusion that that kind of 


a result might emerge, you would think seriously about 


your position. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Well there's a very big if. I repeat the 
gamblers thing, if you tell the gambler he is going to lose, 


he won't play. But if you say it is not a loaded dice and 


you can win, then he'll play. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: I know Prime Minister. But look you've post- 


poned the election twice this year because the polls were lookl! 


very bad for you. I concluded that was the principle reason 


¥ 


you didn't have it, is because it was not a propicious time 


from your point of view. Now,... 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: And because I could use the time before an 


eventual necessary election to do things which I thought were 
good for the country. If once again it's like you know, playing 
the horses or doing anything. If you don't have to play when 
you might lose, and you have a chance of waiting to win, 
obviously you do that. Because you have a conception of your 


country that you think is the right one. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS:. Fine, but your options now are running out in: 
terms of time so a decision will have to be made that did not 
have to be made in 1978, that is to say, whether you stay or 
go. And, that's all I really wanted to get on the record 

that this is in some respects at any rate, an open question. 
You are a professional politician, you're not a man who gives 
hostages fortune and decides today what might be done seven 


or eight months from now. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Well I'm sure you, you by you I mean the 
media, or those who gamble and speculate on these things, will 
keep it open until the writs are issued. So really you can 
keep asking me this question until the end of July of next year 


and I'll still give you whatever answer... 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well the questions are a reflection of the 
number of people who are in your party and have come along 

and said, gee we wonder whether really Mr. Trudeau's perceptions 
of how this country ought to be run are the right ones because 
the polls are so bad and maybe you should get out and let 
somebody come in who can get support both in French and 

the English speaking Canada so that we would have a party 

Now those are valid 


representative of the whole nation. 


questions. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Well I they are asked less by people in my 
party than people wots not in my party. There are a number 
of people in my party, maybe there are some liberals who are 
saying that, but I just think it would be closer to the truth 
if you had said that a lot of people in the other parties or 
people who are not in parties but are in a job like yours of 


forecasting the future. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: I take it at last year I asked you what your 
principle, remaining objective was and you said that you 
thought you would lose interest in being a politician or the 
Prime Minister after Levesque was beaten, I presume he can 

be beate and after the treat of separatism had been a: 
extinguished. I take it that that is still your view, that's 


what you are in this job for now. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: I suppose it is my main ambition to keep 


Canada strong and united. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well in that context, will you be forming your 
appeal for re-election principally around that question next 


year? 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: I believe you can only talk to people whether 


in or out of an election about things thatinterest them and 
over which they have concerns. And if they are not concerned 
about the unity of the country, I won't talk to them about 
that. I think they should be, I think they should. awaken 
their concern in that area eee ie is very possible that the 
election will be fought region by region, and city by city, and 
poll by poll and people won't see any of the national issues. 
So obviously I have to have myself and my party in a state 
where they can fight on every front. Poll by poll and recion 
by region. I think we know in Canada that there are also 


national trends which influence the regional voting and they are 
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what we call sway seats which depend on the national trends. 
Well I quite frankly because I am concerned with national unity:’. 
and because I think it is a very serious problem facing the 


nation, I obviously think that we will have to talk about that. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Yes, you're not going to fight the election 


poll by poll, that's the responsibility of the candidates and 


it seems to me that it is your responsibility to define the 


’ broad national issues on which you think your government has 


the better answers. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU:‘ Yes, and of course I will, but still when 


one goes to the Maritimes, one makes a different speech about 
what is important for them because they perceive their future 
in the country differently than in the west or in the centre 
and so on but you are quite right. I think whether they want 

it or not, Canadians will when it comes down to choose in 
election, one has to ask themselves two things. Is unity 
endangered in Canada and the second is if it is, who is more 
likely to be a good government to fight that danger and you 
know to answer the first question, is Canada in danger. I think 
there is two answers. Both of which are dangerous to the 
candidates. One is the answer of those who say, yes, Quebec's 
separation isinevitableor the country is going to break up 

but I don't care, I can make a deal with Quebec, or I can if I an 
a businessman, can do better in a continental country the size 
of the whole of North America. You know I'm not going to fight 
for my country, it's too far gone. And you smile, but there 

are E know businessmen who say that about and they'll make 

a deal with an independent Quebec. So that's one category 

of people. I don't think I can do much with them electorally 

or in terms of convincing them that we should fight. The 

other group and I think it is a much more numerous one, SHS 

the group of people who say separatism isn't possible separatism 
isn't possible. It's not going to happen, we Con se, nave co 


worry about unity. The liberals are just using this as a 
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as a foil because they don't want to talk about the economy, 


Bittss eres 
BRUCE PHILLIPS: You've encouraged that yourself. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: There's no real danger to separation, of 
separation, and therefore don't bother us with it. If this a 
is the case, I think a lot of people are deluding themselves 
and of course my party and myself, we will try and make people 
understand that there is a real danger and that they have to 
ask themselves who has got the right answers. I think people, 
a lot of people don't like the answers we've been giving them, 
Fincuiarcetesuallelaay certain constitutional changes and 

so on. Fine, they will have to ask themselves what answers 
are given by other people. The opposition parties, the 
alternative and so on. And I think that's when the choice 

of an election is a very important one. When people have to 
say, well we really don't like what the government is proposing 
too much but do we like what Mr. Clark is saying, for instance 
that he will he would sit down and negotiate if Quebec voted 
for Sovereignty Association.and he said that. Doesn't seem to 
worry too many people. I think when it comes time to vote 

Mr. Clark will either to have explain himself out of that 


Or say that he didn't mean to say what he said. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: I guess Mr. Clark can defend himself, I would © 


like to deal with your proposition at the moment, Prime Minister. 
And I think a certain amount of confusion in the public mind 

can be laid at your door because you have said different things 
at different times in avaluating separatism as a danger to this 


country. I think last year in this very interview, you tended 


to say, well the danger had receded, that Mr. Levesque was 
afraid to hold his referendum. That the people of Quebec were 
not receptive to separatism and if those statements were trué 


then, then something has happened in the interval to make this 


shales 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: No, it's just that you didn't understand my 


answer last year, but I will give it again. I still say the 
people of Quebec dont' want to separate. I still say that in 
that sense, separatism is not a winner. Mr. Levesque Can 

ask the people in the referendum do you want to separate and 
expect to get an answer, yes. When he was elected in 1976, 

he vowed he would hold a separatist referendum in two years thin 
dng he could win it, now two years later and a bit, he is 
saying he will hold it in 18 months, so we are up to three 
years and a half. Why because he doesn't think that by asking 
the question do you want to separate, he will get a yes answer. 
Therefore the answer I gave you last year is the same as this 
year. The people of Quebec don't want to separate. But that 
doesn't mean the country isn't in danger. I've talked 

about the other dangers from other regions, but let's simply 
talk about the Quebec one. Mr.. Levesque is now saying he 

is not going to ask the people of Quebec, do you want to 
separate. He is saying, I will ask you if you want tos eparate 
and have an association at the same time. Now this this means 
that he doesn't think the people would answer yes to separation. 
But he does think they would answer yes to a question would 

you give me authority to separate if I could also be united. 
Pail know, have your cake and eat it too. You would like to 
have your cake and eat it too, everyone would. So if he 

asks this question, he could get a yes answer. Then what 

do you do. You don't want me to talk about the other party, 
but out there they will have to ask themselves what will 

the other party do if that happens. We said what we would do. 
And they would have to ask themselves what the other party 

mitg ldo. they will defend irenacies they say, but at least 
they should say what they will do. Because we know Mr. Levesque 
is not going to ask that kind of question, not being able 

win on the question of yes or no, do you separate. He will ask 
a loaded question that he can win. So then what happens? 

What will the national party of Canada do, what will the 


provincial governments do at that point? 


te 
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BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well, the provincial governments or a. 


sufficient number of them have already said they are not 


interested in such a proposition. ' 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Four of them said, that one of them said 


they would be interested. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: You have said that you would negotiate. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: What have the Tories nationally said? 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well I hope they haven't interviewed Mr. 
Clark in this question sometime in the near future but it's 


not my business to defend Mr. Clark. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: No, no, when you are quoting the Premiers, 


you can quote the Leader of the Opposition too. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well I think there is one other. unanswered 
question in the unasked question in the in this whole debate, 
Mr.’ Trudeau that you didn't put and that is what more can 

be expected of people outside Quebec in terms of the unity 
debate. All three parties in the House of Commons have 
supported the main elements of your unity program I think, 
namely the official languages act but there are other 
aspects as well. Now what can you say to English speaking 
Canada that directly involves them in this debate in a way 
that ‘they haven't already become involved. It seems to me 
that you are asking them to say well, yes you are in favour 
of the united Canada so you must support me, surely Mr. Clark 
and everybody else is in favour of a united Canada as well. 
What, it does not seem to me that the argument requires from 
English speaking Canadians some overt direct act. It's 


a decision afterall that's going to be made in Quebec. 


Sie 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Look let's start with the assertion that 
everyone except Mr. Levesque's party, but everyone in Canada 
is for united Canada. My party, the Tory party, the NDP, the 
provincial Premiers, the provincial opposition in Quebec, 
everybody's for united Canada. If you don't think there is 
any danger to the unity, you don't have to ask the premiers 
or the opposition what they are going to do if unity starts to 
fall apart. So, saying that everyone is for national unity 
only brings you one step. Sure, everybody's for national 
unity except when it's endangered. When it's endangered, it 
means somebody's fighting against it and those who are fighting 
for it have to give answers. And if Canada generally, French, 
English, east, west, don't perceive any danger to national 
unity, I say they're underestimating Mr. Levesque's party. 
And you say, well what should English Canada do? Well what 
do they do when they feel the country is in danger? You know 
they bloody well react. I mean what did they do in the First 
and Second World War? What did they do even in the Great 
Depression, when they had to choose between certain schemes 
and others, Mr. Bennet's New Deal or Mr. King's unemployment 
insurance and so on. What did they do in the conscription 
crisis? What did they do well even after Mr. Levesque was 
elected on an independence ticket? You know English Canada 
reacted, said gee the country is in danger. We've got to 
choose, we've got to make sure we give the right answers. 

But what I am saying is that people don't think that danger 
is very great and the first thing they will have to do is 

ask themselves if they are right in that perception and 

we are in a very paradoxical. situation where if I tell them 
or my party says the country is in some danger, you're going 
to be fooled. You, the premiers at Regina, when you went 
along with Mr. Levesque on his scheme, you all came out with 
unanimous resolutions condemning the federal government, 

you were conned. You don't think the country is in danger 

so you don't think it matters much to Have=this Kind Of a 


united front against the federal government. All I can say is 
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that that is not my perception. And I don't think it should 

be the perception of the Canadian people, but we can't talk 

of national unity because I repeat, people say oh you're just 
trying to get your mind off the economy, that's your weak 
suit, therefore you are inventing this issue of national unity. 
And our opposition can't talk of national unity, because it's 
not their issueas it were and they know if they talk about it, 
then they will be on our grounds. So nobody is talking about 
national unity and I think that it is that the country is 


living in a very threatened period. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well even if one can see every single aspect 
of the argument that you have just made, Prime Minister the 
fact remains that you have peers grappling with it for ten 

years and I have yet to hear from you so far today at any rate, 
a statement on some new or different approach to this problem 
than the one you have already brought to bear and it seems 

to me that it's one of those, you talk about the paradox of 

the national unity question, I think in 1976, after Mr. Levesque 
was elected, there was indeed a great deal of alarm in 
English-speaking Canada but it has tended to subside because 
people in English-speaking Canada apart from doing what's 
already been done, feel that they have very few initiatives 
that they can take and that this is really a problem for the 
aan of Quebec to resolve for themselves. So how can this 
really be apart from the policies already in place, be 


substance of some new approach to it by English-speaking Canada? 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Well, first you said after Mr. Levesque's 


election in 1976, they were very concerned. You said that. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Sure. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: And you say now they are no longer concerned 
because they don't know what they can do about it. You know, 


don't vow #hink there de a dake Tas Bod cot a) ee) Conley tie i enoennne 
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Not on your part, but I think your description of facts are 
right. But this is what I am, I agree with you, you are right. 
The people who were concerned in 1976 because here is an 
elected government in the province that wants to take the 
province out of Canada but two years later they can't think of 
any new answers or different answers so why bother to discuss 


it. Doesn't that sound a little bit... 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well it's, it may be worriesome but it is the 
fact of the situation. I think when people realize that there 


is not a whole lot they can do about a problem, they tend 


‘to put it aside and deal with things that they can do 


something about and it seems to me that that is where the unity 


question sits. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Well what you are saying then in their name 
is that unity is only a question that Quebec can solve. In 
other words, only Quebecers should decide whether Canada remains 


united or not. 


BRUCE PHILLPS: No, no, do me a little more credit than that, 


Prime Minister. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Explain it again then. 1 RsSe 2 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well there is a framework in which the 
question can be decided by the people of Quebec certainly. 

I know of nothing that has happened in this country in the 
part of English-speaking Canada tomputein the minds of 
Quebec people that they are not welcome, that there shouldn't 
continue to be a federalism that the main elements of ten 
years of policy-making have not been accepted by English- 
speaking Canada. That is the context against which the 
people of Quebec will make this decision. What I am asking 


you, what more can be expected of somebody in the English- 
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speaking part of this country who after all won't have a vote 
on the question? I mean can you just go around this country 
saying, elect Trudeau because there is a real danger to this 
country and I know the danger is there and I'm the fellow 
who knows how to deal with it. Surely there has to be more 


it than that. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Well I'm not saying that. I'm saying elect 
the guy who can deal with this problem of the united country 
best. You know my answers, I can repeat them again. You 

may not agree with them, you may think the other fellow has i 
better Peace. What are they, let's examine them. But this 
is not happening, the other fellow's not giving answers for ; 
the reason that you marae Too many Canadians are saying, well 
you know we were worried in 1976, but what's the point of 
Norceine any more. There's nothing we can do about it. If 

this is really the attitude of Canadians, country's gone. 

You know, problem of unity is not just Quebecers out of 

fancy, sort of Mr. Levesque sort of pulling strings and getting 
elected and saying, well English Canada has given us a fair 
deal, they have given Trudeau everything he wanted, they have 
put.a- French-speaking Prime Minister and a French Governor Genera 
still elect me to separate the country. You know, you have to 
at least respect the democratic process enough to believe that 
there must be some element of dissatisfaction in Quebec 

with what is going on in Canada. Now, it may unnerve you, 

it may bore you, it may in the case of the businessmen I'm 
talking about may be completely indifferent because they can 
make a deal, but you have to. ask yourself that question. Somé- 
thing must be wrong with the country. For a third of the people 
to want to get out of it. Now if you don't want to listen 

to my answers about what is wrong, at least ask somebody else 
what the answers are? Maybe get better ones, but for God's 

sake, don't just say, well we were worried in 1976, it doesn't 


seem anything we can do about it #2 we stopped worrying because 


Deh 
then you are in the second category of people that I said, that 
“ you're saying, well separatism is inevitable so let's stop 


worrying about it. 


‘BRUCE PHILLIPS: No, no, come on now. I haven't said separatism 


is inevitable. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Well then separatism is not going to happen, 
eHeFetore let's not worry about it. Because if you think 
separatism is going to happen and you think it can be avoided, 
then surely you should be doing something about it and we 
should be, you and I and the people out there, asking ourselves 
okay, unemployment is important and so is inflation and the 
people who don't have enough to whatever it is, put on their 
backs and so on. But also the question of unity but we can't 
talk about that. I mean you and I are talking about it but 


you know that it is an issue that bores people now and that's 


why I say the country is in danger. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: I don't think it bores people prime minister. 
I think, no I don't think it does. I think that the problem 
that most people have with this whole question is being 

able to perceive any individual role that they might have 

in it beyond the one they have already taken, which is to 
exreees as they have in a couple of elections, because you 
have appealed to them on grounds of national unity, their 
belief that the country should stay together, that there is 

a place in it for everybody who's presently in it, they don't 
want ‘it to separate but short of some as I keep saying, to you, 
you cannot I don't think go around repeatedly telling people 
that the country is in danger and ask them to do nothing. They 
have they have already done it seems to me and you have not 
asked them to do anything new, you're only asking them to 
re-elect you because you feel that somehow innately you have 


a better answer. 
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PIERRE TRUDEAU: Look I don't think we fought a couple of 
elections on it, no doubt in 68 the question of unity was 
front and forward and some people were talking about two 
nations. But in the 1972 election and the 1974 election, 
wasn't fought on unity. I think the next one will have to be 
in some sense because people are not talking of two nations, 
they are talking of ten, you know, there is Quebec, but there 
is the provinces and a very different form of confederation | 
emerging in the debates now, much looser type of federation, a 
confederation as Mr. Levesque calls it, but certainly if 

you follow the constitutional debates and inclination, you 
think that Ottawa is much too strong, the provinces should have 
much more powers and so on. We can come back to that ina 
moment. The main point and another example I suppose is that 
until we nathan the constitution two months ago, there hadn't 
been a federal/provincial conference of first ministers on 
che constitution since 1971. So, you know, it's not as though 
we have built all our fortunes on it, we have just said that 
in order to keep Quebec in and happy, you have to do certain 
things, just like if you want to keep the Maritimes or the 
west in, you have to do certain things. And if you say, well 
you have been saying that for ten years, whatever it is, 
linguistic equality. I've been saying for ten years too, that 
the program of regional economic expansion is heceaneae in 
order to redistribute wealth and give greater opportunity to 
the Maritimes. That doesn't mean that suddenly I am going to 
have to stop saying it's important and people should be 
concerned of it because I've been talking of it for ten years. 
The same thing, there's not all that much new I can say in 
terms of regional expansion, there's not all that much I can 
do in terms of keeping Quebec happy. Two conditions are 
basically necessary, that they feel strongly represented in 
Ottawa and they do I think, in the past ten years anyhow and 
the second is that they feel that they can have equality 

of opportunity in any part of the country, it's going to be 


their country and by and large I think they all feel that. 
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But these are the two basics and the same with regional 
economic expansion. The other party may have better answers 
to Quebec's worries, better answer to the Maritimes concern 
about inequal opportunity and higher unemployment or better 
answers to the alienation of the west but what are they Bruce? 
And when it comes to vote, when it comes to vote, they I hope 
the people will have to say, well are these answers better or 
not? I think the opposition has been very wise and very 
clever in not giving any of the answers, maybe that's their 
role. Maybe that's their tactic. But I can't believe that 


the people will be fooled into saying.... 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: The last leader who tried it made a serious 


mistake. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: I know, because that's the difficulty of governi: 
You pele to make choices at some point and zie pene you choose 
some people are not going to like it. Therefore you have to 
make choices as wise as you can and then go out and sell them. 
But if you think that an election is going to be held with 

the other side not suggesting what they are going to do in 

any of these basic problems, western alienation, unequal 


Opportunity for the Maritimes,....and separation in Quebec. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: I don't like to interrupt you in full flight 
like this, but I don't think that anybody in any party has 
advocated abandoning all the programs of income equalization 
and redistribution of income that have occupied most of 


government policy-making for the last 25 years. If that's 


what.you are suggesting. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Well, either they are saying our programs 
are good and therefore why vote us out, or they are saying 
our programs are good but the application is bad and if the 
application is bad, all right, let the debate be engaged on 


that. 


20. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Okay, well then you mentioned the economy 
a few moments ago and I guess it's time we came to that and 
that is the objective evidence of ten years of your. government 


and the statistics are not all that sparkling I wouldn't think. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Absolutely or in comparison with other 


countries? 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well if you want to fight your campaign for. 
election Prime Minister on the basis that other countries 
have not done as well I think you would have to concede 

then that because these problems are uniquely Canadian, there 
are no uniquely Canadian solutions. I don't understand that 
approach. You have said several times that they haven't 
done as well in Japan, or they have done better in Japan and 
so on and so forth, but none of those countries is the same 
as Canada. None of them has the same mix of resources and 
manufacturing and agriculture and so on. And it seems to me, 
sir, when vou embark on that defence, you are eliminatine 
entirely the fact that we elect Canadian governments to 
solve Canadian problems and that you really Sane excuse 
yourself on grounds that this country has done as well or 
that country has done not as well and so on. It does not 


strike me as a very convincing argument. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: How can I put it? Canada's essentially a 


trading nation. A twenty-five percent of our wealth comes 
from trade. Other countries are more or less trading 
nations.: If all the industrialized world is faced with 

the problem of stiflation and Canada is faced with the problem 
of stiflation, I suppose you do have to say, well there 

must be some answers, theoretical and practical to high 
unemployment, high inflation or both. Now, the answers our 
government is giving, are not good and somebody has better 


answers. That may be in this country and if you have to 
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say, well what are they, or it may be in some other country, 
then you have to say, what are they, but that's why I say 

the whole thing is relative somewhat, you know, you never have 
absolute perfection in any part of ....our ponetester anything 
else so you have to sort of Say, well who's got the best 
answers in any given time and that's why I compared to other 
countries because we are compared to other countries. People 
sort of say well the dollar is falling, that means the other 
countries are managing their currency better. Or people say 
well look Canada has a very high unemployment and Germany 
doesn't. Therefore Germany must be doing better. And I'm saying 
Now | Loayou want to look outside, look outside fairly and 
then I can prove to you that Canada is doing better and has 
been doing better over the past eenryeans than Germany, and 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Ought Canada not to do better, should not a 


country as rich in resources and with as small a population and 
such a fine agricultural system, should we not do better? Is 


Nicene 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: My answer is that it is doing better, but 

I am saying, we should do better and we are doing hecesrs We 
are creating jobs in Canada ata rate faster than any other 
industrialized society. You know that must mean that the 
economy is working well somehow and I don't take credit 

for it, certainly not alone. And I'm saying if we are and 

I don't think anybody has ever denied this, we are creating 
jobs and we have for the past ten years, in Canada, creating 
yocdes ¢ a rate faster than any other industrialized society. 
In ten years we have created something like two and a half 
million jobs, you know a growth rate of above three percent. 
Now look at that, in the past ten years, Germany has lost 
one billion four hundred million, four hundred thousand jops 
so a country bigger than ours, and we think stronger than ours, 


in the saine period of ten years, has lost a million and a 
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half jobs, while we have created more two and a half million ° 


jobs. Something has happened. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Prime Minister, it would be an excellent 
record but for the fact that you have created two million 


jobs, three million people have joined the labour force. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Well wait, mow you're talking about something 
else which will come, but if you have created that many jobs, 
so much faster than Germany or Japan or any, the only people 
who come near aw the Americans, therefore the economy must be 
working well. But you're saying, oh but you are creating a 
labour force, very very fast, indeed, you are. But that 
doesn't mean the economy isn't working well, it means several 
different things. It means that your immigration is higher 
than Germany's. In Germany they lost workers as you know 
rather than have immigration, they have emigration of people. 
Same thing for Switzerland so in Canada the economy is working 
well since we created jobs faster than anywhere else. But 
the labour force is increasing paces of immigration, immi- 
gration to Canada because of what is called cereled us ciee 
rate which really means that the percentage of young people and 
women who want to work now is immensely higher than it was 
ten or fifteen or twenty years ago. Now you can say, well the 
baby boom, we knew about. You knew how many people were born 
in the 50's and you could assure...we knew that, but did you 
know what social revolution would take place and that women 
would be answering.entering the labour force massively? 

Did you know that bore qoaaten cia continue to be quite high 
in Canada compared to these European countries I know. And 
if sa, what did you do about it? Well we didn't know for 
certain about the sociological changes, participation rate or 
about that Germany or Switzerland would be sending workers 
out of the country in order not to count them as unemployed. 


We could not make that comparison but we did know of course 
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that our labour force would be growing and we saw that the 
participation rate was going up and that is why we were 
stimulating the economy and it is because we were stimulating 
the economy that we have created these jobs. And because 

we had to stimulate the economy to create these jobs, rather 
than send the workers out, naturally it was a greater inflationary 
pressure in Canada than it was in Germany or Switzerland, so 
when you say oh that the mark, German mark and the Swiss franc 
are strong, of course they are stronger than the Canadian 
dollar, they didn't have to stimulate. Their way to keep 
their workers at work was to send their workers back home 

to Yugoslavia or Turkey or North Africa or the Iberian 
Peninsula, and Pio on. We didn't have this luxury. We are 
taking workers in, we were having our baby boom grow up, 

we were encouraging our young women to work, therefore we 

had to create more jobs which meant to stimulate the economy 


more. Which meant to have a higher deficit. Case rests. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: You can't dispute the fact that inspite of 
all those efforts, there are roughly 8.5% of the work force 


unemployed today. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Ya, but you know, I appeal to people's 
intelligence. I'm telling them that we created jobs faster 
than anywhere else therefore economy was safe. And and 
reasonably well managed and creative and you're coming back 
and saying, oh ya, the economy is fine, but you've let too 
many people into the country or you didn't force the women 

to stay in their homes or you didn't tell the young people 
you can't get into the work force and come out of school. 

I am saying it is a free society. People want to enter the 
labour force and they see that that is their answer okay, you 


will have 8 percent unemployed. 
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BRUCE PHILLIPS: I think the general expectation of the taxpayer 
and the voter though is that a government is elected to cope 
with the problems as they arise, now you have given me an 
explanation or a justification if you like for the existing 
situation but there is no blinking the absolute fact of the 
current state of unemployment, which and you similarly could 
not dispute the statement Prime Minister that in spite of 
everything you have done, it has fallen short of meeting the 


growth of our labour force. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Yes and I suppose it will as long as we 
let the people enter the country and as long as we don't try 
to control bien and so on. We do know statistically that 
the baby boom will be over...and we know that in the 80's 


there is liable to be a shortage of....workers. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: I don't make the case but surely it is possible 
that there were other policy options open such as changes in 
your tax fiscal and monetary policy, it may be that there 

were other solutions which you haven't tried. It's not my 


business to argue the opposition's case but... 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: But the opposition should argue that case 


and they should show that in some way, either we didn't stimulate 
the economy enough or we didn't create enough jobs and all I 
can say is that in terms of creating jobs, bad as the government 
was, sO you say, we have still done better than every other 
country, industrialized country in the world. With the 
possible exception of the United States which created jobs 

at a pretty fast rate over the leng haul. But, that's my 

case. You know, we certainly weren't perfect. Unemployment 

is certainly too high, we certainly have to retrain people 

and use this unemployed bulge in order that when we are short 
of workers in the 1980's, they will have the skills and we 
won't have to import skilled workers at that point because 


we will have used this period so our manpower policies, 
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through our re-training policies, through our mobility is 
policies, all of which are in place, so that when we begin 

to be short of workers in a few years time, they will have 

the skills. But, it's true even though I think by the 

terms that you have to admit whether you like it or not, 

the Canadian economy has created more jobs faster than any 

other economy. You'll have to admit that if there is some Tee 
better solution somewhere, you haven't said them, but the 
opposition hasn't said them and nobody I know in this 


country has said them. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: I think we are both in danger of repeating 
ourselves at this stage of the discussion. In the same 
general field, you did seem to me to raise the other day the 
possibility of returning to wage and price controls, was 


that...were you thinking out loud.... 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: No, I didn't really raise that, I, if you 
read the context in which I spoke about that to the first 
ministers and if they really thought was what I was saying, 
surely they sete have underscored it in front of the cameras 
which were almost at that point. No, I said we can't just 
iaeiste guard down in Canada and think that we don't have 

to continue fighting inflation and I was making the point 

I don't want to repeat myself, that I was just making, we 
could create more jobs faster by stimulating more but we 
would have such great inflation that the inevitable result 
would be then higher unemployment, you know, we could have 

a spurt of new jobs by spending money, printing it and 
Bert nc else. You would create jobs but soon you would 
sink to new lows so that's why you're on a balanced course. 
seeee..But in terms of controls what I was saying is that 
we have to be afraid of it, we have to be afraid of renewed 
spread of inflation, the figures will prove it and therefore 
we must make sure that whatever I was proposing, the 


restraint measures and Bill C28 or whatever it was, equitable 
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remuneration in the public service, these policies we will 
have to implement otherwise controls will have to come, bring 
back again, but I wasn't saying that we are going bring back 
controls, I was saying we must do these things in order not 


to bring back controls. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well I wonder if what you're attempting up to 
now is going to be sufficient to ward off controls or some 
other very distasteful medicine, Prime Minister, because 

you have just said yourself that we must be afraid of another 
spurt of inflation and I get the impression reading the 
numbers that it is right around the corner and it could be 
more than a spurt, it could be a gusher. We are just coming 
out of three years of controls and which you had expected 
would bring us down to a six percent, four percent I believe 


was the original target and later revised to six. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Plus two in productivity. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Okay, but we came nowhere near meeting those 


objectives. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: We came down to six which was better than 


our goal in a year a half ago. Do you recall? 
BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well the current annual rate is 8.8 I believe. 
PIERRE TRUDEAU: Yes, but we did come down to-six...—.- 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Let's say we didn't, didn't stay there very 
long that way. Now here we are coming out of controls, with 
an average over 1978 of an excess of 8.8 percent inflation with 
another big rise in OPEC oil prices and with apparently now 
increasing demands by the labour unions for higher incomes. 
This presents you with I would think a very severe policy 


problem, especially since you've got an election coming Up- 
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PIERRE TRUDEAU: Well let's deal with the labour unions first. 
Because I think that they have showed very commendable 
behaviour since decontrols began last April, you know, the 
settlements have continued to be around seven percent at a time 
when you say it, inflation was at the rate of elonte soar 
think in that sense, there is no domestically generated inflation 
in other words it is not cost-push and they have been very 
responsible behaviour from that part of ene, cain ey and 

I’ hope, and also very responsible from most of the governments, 
federal and provincial, that have been restraining their rate 
of growth and bringing hiring of public servants down to zero, 
close to zero and so on. But there are other sectors which 
perhaps have shown less restraint and which to which I was 
appealing to in that particular conference. So there has 

you know I don't think we should look for scapegoats or people 
to blame in Canada at this stage, but there was higher inflation 
than predicted. What happened? Very simply in the past what 
is it year and a half, the Canadian dollar has lost about 
fifteen percent of its value. Which means what, Bruce. It 
means, that subtract fifteen percent rage eight and you will 
get to you will get to in pretty close to six, that alone, 

the lower cost of the of the lower value of the dollar has 
meant because we import so much of our necessities and food 
stuffs and components of manufacturing and consumer products, 
eonaay that...that I didn't predict the dollar would fall, 
neither did you. ....And that went with this other, well 

LeVSs Sienna Ce a higher cost of living, caused by 

the fact that we can buy less with our dollar which really 
means that in international trading terms, we're not as 

rich as we used to be when our dollar was worth a hundred 

and three American. Which means that we shouldn't try to 
pretend we are as rich and that we can continue to spend as 
many many dollars abroad whether it be for buying foreign 


goods or spending long vacations or investing abroad and so on. 
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BRUCE PHILLIPS: Fair enough...well I just don't want you to ‘ 


use up very valuable time with a recitation of the history 

of it and I'm just trying to throw this thing a little bit 
further forward in view of the existing circumstances and your 
warning the other day about this whole problem and whether 

we can anticpate some new policy initiatives, or are you 
going to just sit with the existing mix for the next few. 
months, what are you going to do or do you feel that you 

are already facing the situation that requires some new 


government policy, beyond which you have got in place. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Well in so far as the public sectors are 
concerned, the conference to which we are both referring, 
both in February and in November, made some very crucial 
decisions. It's to make sure that governments did not grow 
any faster than the total economic wealth in Canada, in 
other words that we didn't grow any faster than GNP but 
marginally slower, which the Canadian federal government has 
been doing three years in a row. I find true the projected 
year, we have grown less fast than the economy in general. 
Most of the provinces have been doing that too and it is 
because of that that inspite once again of the of the of the 
--falling dollar, and because of the falling dollar, we have 
been doing extremely well in terms of competition in the world. 
It costs us more to buy abroad but we can sell cheaper when 


the dollar is worth less and that is why our trade balances... 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: I wonder if you aren't propinning.altogether ° 
too much hope on that Prime Minister, the third quarter 


figures which came out a few weeks ago, were not very encouraging 
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PIERRE TRUDEAU: In terms of trade? 


29% 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: It was one of the largest single deficits 
in our quarterly balances, no in terms of trade splended. 


We have always been selling more to the world than we have 


been buying. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: No, no. There was a couple of years ago 


we were in deficit because our dollar was worth too much. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Well I stand corrected in the use of always. 


But over the piece we have done very well. Now we are paying 
out so much in interest and dividends to the United States 
that it doesn't seem eee we will ever get square in terms 
of our international payments, so when you say that trade 

is going to save our skins for us, it seems to me you are 


expecting too much. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Ian not saying that trade is going to save 


our skins, I am saying that the value of the dollar is 
established by a total balance of current account and 

capital account flows and current account flows trade is 
onenconbonent of them. If we have a surplus in trade as we 

do,. we can afford to have a deficit in in invisibles, by that 

I mean tourist travel abroad, or exporting of dividends and 
intemst payments and so on. But this has been Canada's history 
for the past 100 years, indeed it is the history of any 
country. Either you have a surplus trade balance and therefore 


You... 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Prime Minister, they want to take a break 


just now, we will come right back. 
BRUCE PHILLIPS: You've only got a few months left and I think.. 
PIERRE TRUDEAU: What do you mean, a few months left? 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Before an election, and T think vou would 
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agree with me that whatever else you've got a hell of a problem 
to turn this around. The last bi-election showed your government 
extremely unpopular. Can you quickly give me your own 

reasons why you think this is so. I have tried to put forward 
what I think might be some possible explanations and how 


you will ever get this turned around. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Very simply why it is so, look we've, I've 
been Prime Minister for almost ll years and the liberals 

have been in 16 years. People have seen a lot of us, and 

I think it's a natural instinct to sort of say, well let's 
give the other guys a chance. Let's see what they can do. 

And, because of that alone, I mean even if didn't have the bad 
breaks and some of the bad management that we've had, people 
would still be saying, well after 16 years of liberals, 

let's give the other people a chance. I think that's kind of 
fair. And I'm prepared to live with that. I think that it will 
be turned around because then they come to vote, they say, 
okay we're going to give the other guy a chance but let's 

hear in this election campaign what they are going to do about 
inflation or unemployment, or a unity, or excessive decentral- 
ization or the outlandish Serena. dt the provinces. If they've 
got passing answers, we'll vote for them. I'm prepared 

to take that gamble. I'm anxious to see what their answers 
are. I think once again the opposition have been very clever 
in not giving any of the answers because the last time they 


gave an answer, you recall we clobbered them and won the 


election. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: Yes and then you stole his answer about a 


year later. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Well about a year and a half later, look, 
you don't want to get into a discussion of that do you? Becausé 
we fight inflation with tools that are appropriate at a particula 


time. SO I think thére is a balance of chance aqainst thuce 
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But wait till the election comes and I think it’s going to 
be a long election period and it may last six months for 
all I know. But then we will see what the opposition's 
answers are. And ...I trust the Canadian people enough to 
Say that they will give the answers they will vote for the 


people who have some of the answers. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS: You won't say when. Thanks Prime Minister. 


Happy New Year. 


PIERRE TRUDEAU: Happy New Year to you Bruce. 
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TRANSCRIPT OF THE PRIME MINISTER'S PRESS CONFERENCE - OTTAWA - 
JANUARY 26, 1979 - 10:15 p.m. 


TRANSCRIPTION DE LA CONFERENCE DE PRESSE DU PREMIER MINISTRE A OTTAWA 
EE 26 JANVIER 1979 = 1.0h)S 


PETER DESBARATS: (Global TV) Mr. Prime Minister I would 


like you to elaborate on what you said in the House yesterday 
about being in agreement with the general lines of the 

Task Force Report but perhaps not with all of it specificially. 
There seems to be a general consensus Shaping up today that 
PNeENGeEneral thwust of the report 1S emphasis on enhancing 

a duality in Canada, support for regionalism, recognition 

of Quebec's right to self determination. But the general 
thrust of the report is somehow Opposed to the general 

thrust that your government has taken over these past ten 
years. 

A. I don't know how they reached that consensus. 
Certainly on regionalism and on duality they are the basis 

of all our policies for the past ten years. (Osos (ope clover ae aie fens 
th ngs I did in taking office was to create a Department of 
Regional and Economic Expansion and the thing I repeated 
constantly and constantly during the campaign of '68, it goes 
back as far as that, was that there were two basic things we 
had to do for Canadian unity. One was to realize that we 

had two linguistic communities which led to the Official 
Languages Act,which is duality. And that we had to realize 
that regionally inequalities and inequities was just as 
devisive as the linguistic oppositions and that therefore 
we would create a Department of Regional Economic Expansion 
which we did to deal with these regionalisms. Even in Bill 
C-60 that we introduced last spring in terms of reforming 

the Constitution we recognized these two dimensions. We tried 
to introduce the notion of regionalisms by a reformed Senate 
and even by making special provisions in the Supreme Court's 
Suggestions and insofar as linguistic duality of course we 
did what you know. We wanted to entrench that notion of 


linguistic equality into the Constitution. So there can be 


no difference in that regard and that is why I welcomed the 
Report so enthusiastically yesterday. I think it has 
demonstrated, this group of men and women who are certainly 

of all origins and political allegiances has reached the 

same conclusions as the government and they said now what 

we have been saying for ten or eleven years that the unity 
problem was urgent. It had to be solved soon and it had to be 
solved on the basis of these approaches. 

GEORGE RADWANSKI (Financial Times): Prime Minister, I guess 
this is 1n a sense a supplementary to Peter Desbarats' question: 
I can see where you would not auarrel with the dualism and the 
regionalism but the main specific recommendations of the Report 
from those premises are (a) a very large scaled decentralization 
of power from Ottawa to the provinces and (b) stretched into 
dualism in the form of special or distinct status 

for Quebec which are both ideas that you very vehemently opposed 
in the past. Are you in fact enthusiastic about those 
recommendations or has your thinking changed enough to be 
enthusiastic about them or are those the specifics with which 
you hinted yesterday that you might have to quarrel? 

A. My thinking has not changed on that. To take each 
item separately, on decentralization I think that there has to 
be a strong central government and strong regional governments. 
In the application of that concept the commissioners proposed 
certain functional principles with which I generally agree. 

You will see at the First Ministers' Conference beginning a 
week and a half away that we have continued with our thrust of 
last fall and propose indeed a fair amount of decentralization. 
The counterpart to that is that we also propose as do the 
commissioners that in other areas there be even stronger 
Centralizgation. They point out the economic areas as 


extraordinarily important and by and large this is an approach 
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which I accept. I would think it a mistake to decentralize 
violently in all the areas they suggest and not have the 
strong central government reinforced in other areas. So by and 
large it will be a matter of looking at each recommendation 

and discussing them and having some horse-trading but I would 
say that I am certainly not a convert nor do I have to be to 
extreme decentralization as a result of the Report. The other 


point on which you said there was some disagreement was special 


status. Well I suppose each person can read what he wants 
into the Report on that area. I am adamant in 
Saying that they do not propose special status. I have not 


heard either Mr.Pepin or Mr. Robarts come anywhere close 

to saying that. I wasn't at their press conference but they 
do propose something which seems reasonably close to what our 
government has been doing for a long while,opting out provisions. 
They say in some areas of decentralization if some of the 
provinces don't want to exercise powers, they don't necessarily 
have to. They can opt in or opt out of whatever it is. I 
think that a careless central government could use these 
provisions to permit or encourage the emergence of special 
Status in which case I would violently object. to 1t.. But you 
know in what sense I object to special status. It isa 
constitution in which one or a few provinces are allocated 
constitutional powers that are not allocated to the others and 
they emerge with, under the constitution, considerably more 
powers than other provinces. I think this would be deleterious 
to any working federalism but they do not propose that. You 
know, I think it is quite unequivocal they do not propose 

that some provinces be granted powers that are not granted to 
others. Insofar as a province using its powers to give itself 
a distinctive status well, there again is there anything else 


that Pelletier as Secretary of State or that myself as Prime 


Minister have advocated. You know we have constantly said 
even before I got into politics I would tell my students 

in constitutional law: "You can use the 

constitution to make Quebec into a very distinctive place. 

You can use the authority of the present constitution to 

give yourself a special status in that sense if you want to. 
You do not need special powers. Use the powers you have." 

And indeed we have seen since Lesage and then Bourassa and 

now Levesque, they are using the powers they have to make 

the province a very distinctive place indeed. I think 

they are doing it too much but you know they have used their 
powers over civil law to do certain things which are driving 
businesses away. I think that is silly. But if they want 

to be a special status in that sense they can give it to 
themselves without it being written into the constitution. 
GEORGE RADWANSKI: A quick supplementary if I may: so it 
would nét be accurate then in your view to say that for better 
or worse and I suppose whether it is for better or worse would 
Only be determined in the campaign but that for better or 
worse the specific recommendations of Pepin-Robarts are 

closer to the position of Joe Clark and the Tories than to 
your own. 

A. It would not be accurate to say that? 

GEORGE RADWANSKI: Yes. Would it be accurate for you to say 
that or not? 

A. Well I have answered for myself. Who can answer 

for Joe Clark? You know, what are his positions on these 
matters? I think he still has to spell them out. Do we know 
what he thinks about special staeie: Do we know what he thinks 
about ... I think we do know what he thinks sometimes about 
decentralization. He favours it a great deal. But will he have 


a tlipflop and say but he does not mean excessive decentralization. 


I don't know. I know that he has in his meetings with the 
Conservative Premiers offered them a devil of a lot of 
decentralization without getting anything in return but that 
is not our position. I don't know if he will stick to that 
one himself. But I would be happy to campaign on the basis 
of the Pepin-Robarts general approach to Canadian unity and 
the constitution. Obviously when you get down to specifics 
you will find different parties having to take their 
responsibilities to say in this specific case we do not have 
the same solution. Te anyone asks me I certainly have one 
good example where I agree completely with the aims of the 
Pepin-Robarts Commission but I do not agree with the methods 
that they use . That is the protection to be given to 
official language minorities. I think they are dead wrong, 
not in their goals which are the same as ours but in their 
thinking that if you just leave this to the provinces they will 
out of great generosity protect with statutes the linguistic 
Minorities, the official linguistic minorities and then that 
these statutes will eventually be written into the constitution. 
I think the history GE the past 110 years has shown that this 
kind of optimism which I envy, you know, they have got a very 
beautiful and hopeful view of provincial behaviour in this 
area but I don't think it is borne out by the facts either 
past,present or that they will be borne out by the future 
facts. I think in other words the constitution or the Federal 
Government must entrench and protect the linguistic rights of 


the official language minorities, English in Quebec and 


French in the other provinces. 


MICHEL GUENARD (TVA): Monsieur le Premier ministre, 

ma question suit celle posée par M. Radwanski. Les conmmissaires écrivent qu'il 

serait plus conforme a4 l'esprit d'un systéme fédéral d'abroger l'article 133 et 
toute/ 

de renvoyer aux provinces7Ia responsabilité de protéger les 

droits des minorités soit francophones 4 l'extérieur du Québec 

et anglophone au Québec. Est-ce que vous pourriez commenter 

1a-dessus et nous dire surtout pourquoi ce n'est pas conforme 

a l'esprit du fédéralisme? 

R. Eh bien je viens d'indiquer et si vous le permettez 

je vais le répéter que je suis tout a4 fait d'accord avec ]'esprit 

et les buts qui animent les commissaires. Ils 

disent: bon, un des aspects importants de la dualité, c'est 

la dualité linguistique. Le Gouvernement fédéral, dans sa 

législation sur les langues officielles, l'a reconnue et 

l'a légiférée. Alors il faut qu'il y ait deux langues 

officielles, l'anglais et le frangais etc. Il faut que cela 

soit au niveau fédéral dans la constitution, alors, la-dessus, 

accord complet. I1 faut aussi que ce soit au niveau provincial 

mais qu' on puisse se fier aux provinces pour légiférer cette 

égalité-l1a comme le fédéral l'a légiféré , comme le Nouveau- 

Brunswick l'a légiféré, nous pouvons espérer que le Québec 

légiférera cette @égalité, que les autres provinces anglophones 

légiféreront cette @égalité linguistique et qu'éventuellement, 

lorsqu'ils auront légiféré nous pourrons tout mettre cela 

dans une déclaration des droits de l'homme et du citoyen. 

Alors; sui Les objectits, toute a) fart dvaccerd, pas descontne— 

distinctions sur leur notion du fédéralisme et la nétre. 

Je pense que c'est sum les mécanismes historiques et sur 

les moyens que nous différons d'opinion. Sauf erreur, et 

leur texte le reconnait, depuis 110 ans les législations 

provinciales ne sont pas allées dans la direction de la protection 

des droits linguistiques minoritaires. Les commissaires 

eux-mémes citent le réglement 17 en Ontario, citent la loi 

de 1890 au Manitoba, etc. Alors on ne peut pas se fier aux 


provinces pour protéger les droits linguistiques minoritaires 


et c'est 14 que je trouve la Commission un peu paradoxale. 

Ils disent que dans le Québec, que la preuve est faite, 

qu'il protége les droits des minorités, on n'a pas besoin 

de l'article 133. Cela me parait vraiment une erreur de 

la Commission. Le bill 101 justement a 6té attaqué devant 
les tribunaux parce qu'il tendait & aller contre l'article 
133. Alors comment peut-on dire qu'un gouvernement provincial 
tout naturellement va protéger les citoyens comme le fait 
l'article 133 lorsqu'on a la preuve exactement contraire 

que le bill 101 tente d'enlever aux citoyens anglophones 

du Québec des garanties qu'ils ont en vertu de l'article 

133 de la Constitution. Alors en somme leur foi en l'avenir, 
leur confiance dans l'esprit des provinces comme devant 
protéger ces minorités-1la4 me parait pour le moins un peu 
naive. Sur l'objectif encore une fois, il n'y a pas de 
désaccord, mais sur la foi qu'ils ont &a l'effet qu'on peut 

se fier aux provinces, qu'on n'a pas besoin de la Constitution, 
qu'on n'a pas besoin d'arrangement constitutionnel pour 
protéger les droits des citoyens, allez parler aux Franco- 
Manitobains, demandez-leur si depuis 100 ans les provinces, 

de leur bon gré, leur ont accordé les droits qu'ils croyaient 
avoir obtenus en vertu de 1'Acte du Manitoba de 1870, ils 
vont dire que non. Cent ans d'histoire prouvent le contraire. 
Allez parler également aux anglophones du Québec actuellement. 
Demandez-leur s'ils pensent que vraiment le Gouvernement 
péquiste en particulier a donné aux anglophones ce qu'ils 
estimaient 6tre nécessaire comme protection de leurs droits 
linguistiques. Ils vont dire au contraire, on veut nous 
enlever par législation ce qu'on avait déja obtenu en vertu 
de l'article 133 de la Constitution. Alors 1a-dessus, €videmment 
il y a un désaccord fondamental entre les conclusions, entre 
les méthodes proposées par la Commission et l'optique du 


Gouvernement fédéral. 


JEAN BEDARD (RADIO-CANADA): Monsieur le Premier ministre, 

la Commission demande ou enfin propose que toute décision 
venant du Québec par référendum sur son statut 4 venir soit 
respectéq@-omme telle, cette décision démocratique. Est-ce 

que vous 6tes d'accord avec cette position-la? Est-ce que 
vous pouvez préciser la vdtre de ce c6&té+14 parce qu'il y a 

eu beaucoup de controverses sur.. 

Ri: Eh bien j'ai précisé ma position 1a-dessus 100 fois, 
au moins des douzaines de fois dans les rencontres que j'ai 
eues avec la presse et d'autres groupes. Je ne pense pas 

que j'ai besoin de répéter mes positions 1a-dessus. Je pense 
aussi que c'est probablement une erreur d'interpréter la 
Commission Pépin-Robarts comme disant qu'il faudra respecter 
le droit d'auto-détermination de toute province qui serait 
conduite en-dehors du Canada par un Gouvernement qui n'aurait 
pas le mandat de le faire. Mais c'est pas un des points sur 
legquel la Commission est extrémement claire. Elle ne tire pas 
de conclusion. 

JEAN BEDARD : J'aimerais avoir peut-étre un ou deux commentaires 
également sur les propositions qui sont faites, par exemple 
sur la réforme électorale ot on propose une proportionnelle 
c'est-a-dire une soixantaine de députés de plus pris 

en proportion des voix et cela, par région. Il y a cette 
proposition-1la qui semble assez intéressante. La formule 
d'amendemant également qui inclut l'idée d'un référendum... 

R. ge peux vous faire des commentaires sur toutes 
ces recommandations-la quand elles sont précises comme ces 
deux-1la, mais je voudrais d'abord préfacer ces réponses en 
disant que les différentes recommandations sont bien liées entre 
elles. Et si on fait certaines choses avec le Sénat et qu'on 
le transforme d'une certaine maniére, on peut s'en servir 

pour certaines techniques et si on fait cela, certaines choses 
dans le Sénat, on est obligé d'en faire d'autres 4 la Chambre 


des Communes. Alors vraiment tout se tient et tout doit se 


discuter dans l'un et l'autre contextes. Et maintenant je 


reviens a vos questions. Sur la Proportionnelle, par exemple, 
nous avons proposé que la proportionnelle serve a déterminer 
les nominations au Sénat, & la Chambre de la Fédération. 

Eux proposent le contraire. Ils Proposent que le Sénat soit 
camposé de soixante représentants nommés par les gouvernements 
indépendamment de la proportionnelle. Mais ils introduisent 

la notion de proportionnelle dans la Chambre des Communes. 

Cela se discute. Je ne dirai pas que c'est mieux que notre 
systéme, mais si par hasard les provinces, a l'unanimité, 
disaient: c'est ¢a qu'est la solution, je dirais: bon d'accord, 
prenons celle-la. Moi, je préfére la nétre, mais je ne 
rejette la leur. Je trouve gue si on veut en discuter, si 

On veut en faire une base de négociations, je suis d'accord. 
Alors vous m'avez parlé de proportionnelle et l'autre... 

JEAN BEDARD: l'autre c'est l'inclusion du référendum dans 

une espéce de formule globale d'amendement... 

R. Ah oui... C'est assez amusant qu'ils proposent cela. 
Vous vous rappelez que M. Lang avait proposé quelque chose 

du genre et les provinces avaient jeté les hauts cris. 
Maintenant les commissaires le proposent.Si les provinces 

ne jettent pas les hauts cris, moi j'accepterais cela comme 
formule d'amendement. Encore une fois, je ne trouve pas 

que ce soit la meilleure, je préfére celle a laquelle on 
travaille et celle dont on parlera 4 la conférence fédérale- 
provinciale mais voila un systéme qui,pour avoir un amendement 
constitutionnel, prévoirait la Chambre des Communes donnant 

son assentiment, le Sénat ou le nouveau Conseil de la Fédération 
donnant son assentiment mais ce Conseil &tant représentatif 
des gouvernements provinciaux, alors on obtient un peu la 

méme chose que notre formule nieces interposée mais en 
plus ils ajoutent l'idée du référendum populaire. Alors c'est 
un peu ce que M. Lang avait proposé et je n'ai pas d'objection 
non plus. I1 ne faut pas que la formule soit trop rigide. 
Celle-18, & cause des proportions qu'on recommande, ne me parait pas 
extrémement rigide mais je ne sais pas si les provinces la 
voudront. C'est pas ma formule préférée.Mais a partir du 


; F A 
Moment o0 ils créeraient une deuxiéme Chambre comme ga, c'est 


SOS 


une formule & examiner. Moi je ne créerais pas une deuxiéme 
Chambre comme ga, mais encore une fois, si les provinces y 
tenaient mordicus et que c'était la fin de nos débats consti- 
tutionnels, je m'en accommoderais. 

DAVID HALTON (CBC-TV) Mr. Prime Minisiter), 

1 was wondering if you could tell us how you rate the chances 
of success for the upcoming Constitutional Conference and 
whether you are encouraged by what has been happening at 

the Vancouver meeting? 

A. I really cannot make any accurate prediction. I am 
encouraged by the debates which have happened and taken place 
at the official and ministerial level in the last three 

months since the October conference. There has been clear 
progress but I cannot predict what will happen when the 

First Ministers get together with myself and then ask 
themselves what kind of a package we are going to put together. 
I am a little bit burned from our last conference when I 
thought that we had made great progress in the first two 

days and then when I got together with the Premiers over a 
private luncheon they refused to write anything into a 
communigue which could be interpreted as progress. But, that 
Might have been a tactical move and they may take a completely 
different approach at this Federal-Provincial Conference. 

BOB LEWIS (Maclean's): Prime Minister, once again on the 
Task Force Report: apart from the fact that it clearly helps 
Joe Clark because it raises a profile on national unity, I am 
wondering what practical event that you see flowing from this 
report in light of the Constitutional Conference upcoming? And 
by that Imean can you point to any new proposal in the report 
that you embrace and you will take into that meeting and 

say let's get agreement on it? 

IN: Well if the press is going to start asking ironical 
questions now I won't know how to shape my answers. I don't 


think that the governments, including our own,will be ready 


at this conference to sort of anulyze and take positions on all 
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the recommendations of the Pepin-Robarts Committee. Some 
May emerge in discussion as they just have now in some of 

these questions and answers but I understand that there 
was some talk about it on Wednesday in Vancouver and that 
there was a clear consensus that we should continue with the 
progress that seems to be being made and that we should not 
sort of change horses just because on some particular point 
the Pepin-Robarts Commission came out with recommendations 
which are different from ours. So here again it is difficult 
to predict. But, my preference would be to continue as indeed 
it seems to have been decided on Wednesday by the Ministers 
that wherever progress is visible and present that we should 
not sort of stop everything just because we have a report. 
I think it is very important that what progress we have made 
between elected representatives be continued even if it disagrees 
1n some areas with the Pepin-kobarts Committee. 
BOB LEWIS: But there is nothing in particular that strikes 
you as being new that you would like to promote at this 

in two weeks.../ 

meeting/in the Pepin-Robarts Report? 
A. No, nothing that I will want to single out and say 
we must take this and run with it. I think we should keep to 
the path that we have already traced for ourselves and use 
the inspiration and philosophy of the Pepin-Robarts Commission 
to convince those who might still be reluctant to move rather 
rapidly towards constitutional reform that it is indeed 
urgent. 
TERRY WILLS (Toronto Star): Mr. Prime Minister, you have 
said that there is a possibility that the federalist forces 
might lose the referendum in Quebec held by the PQ Government. 
In fact depending on the phrasing of the referendum ,a good 
possibility) and you have said you would not negotiate 


nor would you use force if the PQ Government used the results 
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of the mandate to become more sovereign. What would you 
dor, 

A. As I said I have answered these questions at great 
length and I will repeat my answer on that: I think the 

PQ must have a clear referendum. I said it must be soon. 
They are obviously not going to have a clear referendum. 
They are going to ask, you know, will you permit us to have 
some mandate to negotiate sovereignty association. And as 
we know by now they are not going to explain sovereignty 
association in a way which will be clearly understood by 
everybody. Obviously we have the example of a couple of 
Tory leaders who did not understand it,even yet. I understand 
that even Senator Muskie, perhaps I should not quote him 


without even having seen what he said, but as explained by 


Mr. Levesque that souveraineté-association really did 
not mean independence or separation for Quebec. And he 
Said, uoh) Hf? that ws) Vee that aWsefines Even Premier Hatfield, 


if I recall correctly, a year ago said, oh well we will negotiate 
sovereignty association because that is not the end of Canada. 

Péquistes 
1 think the / want the end of Canada. They want to take 
Quebec out of confederation. They want to make it an 

full 

independent state, a/soveréign state. That is very clear. And 
therefore I say I will not be bound by a referendum which 


fudges the questions. It is as simple as that. I would not 


even bother negotiating with them. 
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CLAUDE TURCOTTE (LE DEVOIR): M. Trudeau, j'aimerais revenir 
aux droits linguistiques pour les minorités. Ce que la 
Commission Pépin-Robarts, les moyens qu'elle suggére sur 
lesquels vous n'étes pas d'accord, 4 ce sujet-14 la Commission 
dit que les moyens que vous-méme avez proposés 
depuis 10 ans, depuis la Loi des langues officielles, n'ont 
le probléme/ 

pas vraiment réglé Mon Pius et que en plus cela a 
contribué 4 créer des divisions, A 6veiller des antagonismes 
au Canada et que d'aprés eux, ce n'est pas la facon, Ga 
durcit les positions plut6t que de les régler. Alors 
comment analysez-vous cette ... 
R. Il me semble que vous donnez une interprétation 
fausse 4 ce qu'ils disent. Ils disent que la Loi des langues 
officielles, les politiques fédérales ont é6té extrémement 
importantes. Ils le croient tellement qu'ils proposent que 
ces propositions fédérales soient incorporées dans la 
Constitution, donc ils ne peuvent pas s'y opposer. Ils 
veulent qu'elles soient entérinées dans la Constitution et 
ensuite ils disent en toutes lettres qu'il y a effectivement 
eu progrés €norme dans la francisation de la Fonction 
publique qui est dans la possibilité de servir dans les 
deux langues officielles les citoyens qui demandent 4 @étre 
servis par le Gouvernement puis ils donnent des Statistiques 
a cet effet. Alors, on ne peut absolument pas tirer la 
conclusion que vous semblez en tirer. Ils disent qu'on a 
eu raison de le faire 4 ce point qu'ils souhaitent maintenant 


que ce soit entériné dans la Constitution. 
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ROBERT MacKEN21F (BBC-London) : Mr. Prime Minister, we 
are looking at the effect of admitting television cameras 

to parliament. And, I wonder if you would say what the 

effect has been as far aBS you are concerned of doing that 
eighteen months ago here? 

A. Maybe in the short run it is difficult to assess 
this but the reason why our government proposed and introduced 
television was and is a valid one and I think it is a reason 
why in Canada at least there should be television in the 

House of Commons. 1 don't know how it would apply to the 
British system. We can discuss that if you wish. But in 
Canada, a country whach is so wide and so large geographically, 
and particularly one where with a federal form of government 
there are provincial legislatures which are closer physically . 
to the people and perhaps closer in some of the subjects they 
deal with, there were real centrifugal forces at work in 
Canada which were dangerous for the concept of unity. People 
never saw their central government, their central legislatures. 
They did not see their Members of Parliament at work and it 
was very important through this media to bring Parliament 

to the people. I would think that would apply in most countries. 
Britain is obviously smaller and does not have a federal form 
of government but there must be thousands of people who never 
get to Westminster, who do not read the political news and I 
think in that sense television in the House of Commons is a 
very important institution in democratic and parliamentary 
democracy terms. So I am very very satisfied that we did the 
right thing and I certainly would not advise other governments 
not to lock in this tdicection- If you talk to any Member of 
Parliament he would tell you there are some disadvantages but 
they probably can be corrected. In our case there is the fact 
that we were afraid that French-speaking viewers would not see 


enough French but this has been reasonably corrected by enough 
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Ministers and Members of Parliament speaking French. This 
problem would not exist for the United Kingdom. There is 
also the danger of not making it an electronic Hansard in 

the proper sense that editors can pick and cut and play with 
the Hansard but they can do that with the written Hansard too. 
So I think it is quite a success and I think it should be 
continued. 

MR. MacKENZIE: One brief supplementary if I may: it has 
been suggested by some people here that the Opposition has 
benefitted more than the government from this experiment. 
Would you agree or not? 

A. inmamcse nse issehanie that ai sit ues I'm not saying 

it is a bad thing. It is true certainly in the sense that the 
most popular period of television in the House of Commons is 
the question period. And by essence or perhaps by choice of 
the Speaker this is\a period which is given to wide ranges 

of Members of the Opposition and very little coverage is 
given to our own Members of Parliament. Ministers of course 
are front and forward but it is I think a disadvantage for our 
backbenchers, for the backbenchers on the Government benches 
in the sense that they do not get exposed to television as 
often as their rivals across the way. So in that sense it is 
more advantageous to the Opposition Parties. But you know 
these advantages are compensated by other things. The fact 
that you are on the Government benches and you can have the 
ear of the Minister in caucus or in his office or wherever it 
is. Insofar as how it treats one side and the other I think 
that there are difficulties. One that we have raised with the 
Speaker is the use of a certain standing order which permits 
you to make a short speech damning the Government 
without the Government having the right to reply and say your 


farts are false,and so on. But these things can be corrected 
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over a period of time by changes in the rules if they are 
necessary and the rest will be left up to the Ministers and 
the Members of the Opposition to show how good or how bad 
they are. It forces Ministers to be on their toes and know 
“the answers. It also forces Opposition Members to not ask 
stupid questions because they can be made to look pretty 
silly too. Soi dj. donee think 1 tetips) ther balance suntarrniy 
one way or the other. 

DOUGLAS FISHER (CJOH-"V): Mr. Trudeau, what are the 
projections you have short run, Say, three months, six 
months on the dollar, unemployment and consumer price index? 
Do things look up or down or steady or what are they? 

A. They look good to me. 


RICHARD GWYN: (Toronto: Sitara) 5 Mr. Prime Minister, I 


think I will re-ask Terry Wills" question because most 
unfortunately in commenting on Senator Muskie, you did not 
have time to answer it. If after a referendum (1) on the 
question should the PQ have a mandate to negotiate sovereignty 


association with the Federal Government you as the Prime 


Minister would not negotiate and would not use troops. What 
would you do? 

A. I would just continue governing. 

CLAUDE HENAULT (Montreal Gazette): You say you would 
be governing, but because of the referendum legislation which 
you are proposing I presume you would use that weapon ; 
the Unity Task Force recommends that the question of 
independence in fact be resolved in Quebec alone; would that 
referendum then be in your mind conducted in Quebec alone and 
because you said that you wanted a referendum soon are you 
thinking at all of including such a referendum in with the 
federal election campaign which we are going to have this 
year? 

A. Well, I have talked about our referendum legislation 


before we introduced it. And I said it was an instrument that 


Sty 


we might have to use if the PO used their referendum 

' operly, got improper questions or got unclear answers. I 
said we might have to use it in Quebec or we might have to 
use it in the whole country. 1 don't think I can say 

any more than that. We need that instrument. TGonwtasthink 
the idea of referenda is one which 1 would have come to 
naturally unless the PO had brought it in I think by way of 
guile in order to bring separatism in by the back door. 

But 1f they are going to use that kind of instrument I 

think we should be prepared to use it. I would not say 

now in what way we would use it precisely. It would depend 
on when their referendum came what kind of question they 
asked and so on and So on. But certainly we are passing the 
law so that we have that bit in our arsenal. 

CLAUDE HENAULT: If Demay statera briet supplementary: 
you said that you have already concluded they are fudging 
their referendum. Therefore there must be some planning 
going on and has any consideration been given by yourself to 
the idea of running a referendum in tanden with the federal 
election campaign? 

A. No it is not something I am planning to do. But 

it is not something I would promise not to do until this whole 
thing took place. If we have a campaign I am sure we will 
have a lot of time to answer these questions or to make 


speeches about them. 
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PAUL RACINE (Radio-Canada): M. Trudeau, pour faire avancer une 
mule, vous pouvez utiliser la carotte ov le b&ton. Vous avez 
-fait des offres aux provinces. Alors maintenant est-ce 
que vous avez l'intention d'utiliser le baton? 
R: Je ne veux pas entrer dans vos métaphores mais les 
provinces n'ont pas dit:ce n'est pas assez. Elles ont ait, sur 
certains sujets: oui, sur d'autres: nous allons en reparler. 
Sur dleviees encore elles ont dit: ce n'est nas assez mais je crois qu'il s'acissait 
d'une minorité de provinces dans une minorité de cas. Vous étiez 
1a autant que moi. Vous savez ce que les provinces ont dit 
mais je crois que la plupart ont dit: eh bien il yaeu 
du mouvement; peut-étre qu'éventuellement il y en aura davantage. 
Ma position est exactement la méme. Nous avons un certain 
nombre de sujets que nous voudrions voir discutés. Jusqu'a 
présent, on a discuté prescu'uniquement les sujets 
mis de l'avant par les provinces, mais il y a cette fameuse 
deuxiéme liste dont j'ai fait état et M. Lévesque en a une 
ot il s'agirait de discuter encore bas mal de choses. 
PAUL RACINE: Est-ce que le rapatriement de la constitution 
c'est un sujet qui est remis sine die ou si vous 
avez l'intention d'y revenir? 
R: Non je crois que nous y reviendrons. Sauf erreur, 
mon compte est, vous l'avez compté aussi, que plusieurs 
Provinces veulent qu'on avance tras vite pour rapatrier la 
constitution avec ou sans formule d'amendement, mais de pré- 
férence avec une formule d'amendement, et d'autres provinces 


Ont dit, comme M. Blakeney et M. Lévescue, aque non, ilva 


a Dis 


un certain nombre d'autres préalables qu'il faut régler avant de 
rapatrier la constitution. Mais le sujet n'est pas mis de 
c6té; nous continuons d'en parler. 

CLAUDE HENAULT (THE GAZETTE) Est-ce que vous pensez 

procéder dans ce domaine sans le consentement unanime des 
provinces? Est-ce que vous songez maintenant, sur cette 
question en particulier, &@ abandonner une tradition vieille 
de 52 ans tel que recommandé par le Premier ministre de 
l'Ontario? 

Re Non,je peux répondre ce que j'ai toujours 
répondu, que je préfére que nous Ccherchions un consentement 
unanime et certainement que je peux m'’engager a ne pas 
faire de démarches dans ce sens-la sans au moins rencontrer 
les provinces encore une fois. Je pense qu'éventuellement 
il va falloir agir mais je dis clairement que ce n'est 

pas mon intention d'agir unilatéralement maintenant ou 

avec l'appui de seulement quelques provinces. Je voudrais 
certainement au moins rencontrer les Premiers ministres 


une autre fois. 


=3e 


GEORGE RADWANSKI (Financial Times): Two questicns, Prime 
Minister: first, you adjourned the Conference saying that each 
participant would have to make his own judgement of what has 
taken place. What is your judgement in terms of the success 
or failure or somewhere in between those confines, that is 

the first question. And, the second question: where do we go 
from here and what happens next in areas of the Constitution? 
Are you going to have an election first then at some point 

a meeting? Are we going to have a reintroduced 
version of C-60? Are we going to have unilateral federal 
action in other areas ? Another Conference before an election 
or what? 

AS Well, on your first question, for me it is linked to the 
second one: where do we go fram here. You were all witnessing 
the Conference. I think you should be intheposition of the 
Premiers and decide for yourselves whether it is a success or 
a failure or something in between. I don?t want to have an 
argument with you if Isay it is a great success I know some 
Premiers wa it is a terrible failure and if I say it is a 
failure ,others will say: well, we made progress. So, on that, 
you know, I have no opinion. It was an open Conference. You 
saw whether we made progress or not. I do know on where we 

go from here,that it does pose very serious problems for the 
Federal Government as to where we go from here. We have made 
a genuine effort. I will report to Cabinet and we will decide 
what our posture is from now on. 

GEORGE RADWANSKI (Financial Time): If I may ask you 
Supplementary, Prime Minister: Without getting into an argument 
about the success or failure. Everyone will have his own 
interpretation. But your judgement, your feelings of success, 
failure, frustration, or satisfaction that you come away from 
this meetinc with will presumably shape the actions ou take 
On the next Pe oo ienaat tere you make to Cabinet. So 


I would just like to know what your cwn assessment is. 


A. Well, naturally, from our point of view I am convinced 
that the federal government went a very considerable distance 
to satisfy feelings of regional alienation, feelings of provinces 
who ‘felt that they were endangered by federal pre-eminence in 
legislative areas, And we have gone some considerable distance 
also in aleviating some of the fears of that other duality, the 
linguistic one. So lI think there has been,personally,progress 
by several Premieres. At least five of them are prepared to 

see entrenched in the Constitution basic linguistic rights in 
the areas of education. Well, you make the count. I won't risk 
to be contradicted but I think a majority have also said that 
they would want a charter of some form whether it went as far as 
the one we propose or not. So, I think that in that area there 
is good progress to protect the individual against the state. 

To protect the English speaking minorities in Quebec and the 
French speaking minorities elsewhere from provincial governments 
which might not want to recognize educational rights for those 
minorities. Now in the other areas the dozen or so areas where 
the Provinces were sort of saying we want to limit federal power 
or we want to get provincial power where until now there was 
either federal paramountcy or federal exclusive jurisdiction. 

I think we have taken very generous steps towards satisfying the 
Provinces. Certainly when we are prepared to limit the 
declaratory power. When we are prepared to limit the spending 
power. When we are prepared to recognize joint jurisdiction 

in the off-shore when we have a Supreme Court judgement saying 
that it is federal property. When we are prepared to limit what 
has neverbeendone before, the trade and commerce power in order 
to meet the concerns of the Provinces who want to protect their 
resources from so called federal interference. I think we have 
mace very considerable movement. I would say too much movement 
if I were not confident that the Provinces are sincere when 

they say they will look at our second list. I tabled that 


second list in November. I talked to the Premieres again about 
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it in our private meetings and though I did not have time to 
read it at the end of todays meeting they have all accepted it as 
read and as part of our future work. And I would not want to 
clarify the Constitution only in one direction in saying that we 
are prepared to move to meet the provincial concerns in all these 
areas without in return then saying but it is true in other areas. 
There should perhaps be an increase of federal jurisdiction or a 
greater guarantee that that federal jurisdiction particularly as 
regards preserving the Canadian economic union be strengthened 
in the Constitution. And I say there is a question of faith here. 
I trust these Premieres that: the discussions will go on and that 
this is not just, as I was telling Premiere Blakeney towards the 
end of the Conference, he hasn't seen anything yet. We have 
given up afair amount of federal power or at least we indicated 
we were prepared to but the Provinces will have to in other 
areas either strengthen or recognize federal supremacy. And 
those are the subjects on the list. 
DAVID HALTON (CBC): At the risk of being repetitive, Prime 
Minister, I am wondering if I could repeat questions that were 
in French/ 
put to you/on how far you are prepared to go on patriation and 
are you prepared to meet Premiere Davis' call for immediate 
patriation. 
A. Well, if I can give a general answer to this subject, 
partly a repetition of what I said in french and partly a 
repetition of what I said to Radwanski: where we go from here 
is a matter I want to seriously discuss with my Cabinet 
colleagues. We have all put a lot of effort into this. We 
believe that the unity question is important in Canada. We 
believe that it is very important to demonstrate not only to 
the people of Quebec but to those in the other provinces who 
feel that Pele should be a renewed federalism. We believe 
it is important to show movement. And I will not tell you how 
we will show movement until I have discussed Pe with, my. 


A ox pat . n - 
colleacsues in Cabinet. Sut I can give one undertaking which f 


gave in french and I gave it-also publicly this morning: in 
areas of federal jurisdiction which come under Section 91(1) 

I will feel completely free to move unilaterally in Parliament 
asking Parliament to do certain things. As regards matters 
that do not come entirely under federal jurisdiction I would 
undertake not to move unilaterally without meeting the provinces 
again. 

IAN URQUHART (MacLean's): There are a couple of questions on 
that meeting with the provinces, Mr. Prime Minister: first of 
all will it come before or after the next federal election? 

A. It depends on when the election is. 

IAN URQUHART (MacLean’s): Well, let's say the election is 
sometime in the next five or six months. 

A. Well if it is towards the end of the six months it 

could come before. If it's towards the beginning of the six 
months it could come after. 

IAN URQUHART (MacLean's): So, at any time... 

Be Well, there is nothing mysterious about this. Five 

or six months is half a year almost. 

IAN URQUHART (MacLean's): Well, one other on the timinc. 
Will it come before or after the Quebec referendum? 

A. You joke. ; 

IAN URQUHART (MacLean's): No. 

A. Do you .know when the Quebec referendum is. Tell me and 
I will give you the answer. 

IAN URQUHART (MacLean's): One question: if you wouldc cconsicer 
holding a Constitutional Conference before the referendum even 
though it is clear from Mr. Levesque's stance at these conferences 
that he is not going to agree to anything before a referencun. 
A. Well, once again supposing his referendum which has 
already been postponed a couple of years will be postponed 
another couple of years, my answer would be simple: if I am 
Still Prime Minister I will certainly have other Constitutional 


Conferences before his referendum. But I don't know when he 


wants to have it and I doubt whether he does. 

IAN URQUHART (MacLean's): I have one last question: if you 
do not get agreement on a substantial number of matters from 
the Premiers at the next Constitutional Conference will you 
then hold a national referendum? 

A. Well these hypothetical questions get ochen people 
into trouble, they would get me into trouble except that, ii 
always give the same answer. You know, I am locking for a 
consensus. I am looking for unanimity if possible and I just 
answered Halton in very clear terms that I would certainly 
meet the provinces again but I don't know if that means I will 
meet them once or ten times. I don't know. But I am going to 
make a further effort depending, as you say, on when the 
election is, to discuss these matters further. And I believe 
it's their interests and their will to meet again +oo on these 
Matters. Several of them made the point explicitly. 

RICHARD GWYN (Toronto Star): Prime Minister, during the 
Conference you expressed the concern that you might have given 
away the shop. And discussing that just now you said you were 
operating on a matter of faith I want to ask ycu whether you 
had anything to go on more than faith. In other words in your 
Giscussions with the Premiers whether you got firm assurances 
of their intentions to give back to you to strengthen federal 
power from people like Brother Lougheed and Brother Davis. 

A. Well I'm not quite sure in the case of Brother Davis 
that he has benefited from much of the shop that has been 
given to the provinces. He probably would rather be on my 
side and indeed he was when we have argued both he and I that 
it was absolutely essential to do nothing in these amendments 
which would weaken the Canadian economic union. And this was 
part of the bargain as it were. It was raised by me Sunday 
night. It was raised several times on Monday. It was raised 
again today. And it was raised by Premier Davis and I believe 
cther Premiers particularly the Maritime ones. So in a sense 


ney can say: oh, we haé forgotten about that. But i don’t think 


that they will. They all want to preserve the Canadian economic 
union and in some cases we may be attempting to square the circle 
by meeting the provincial, shall we say possessiveness about 
their resources and what happens to them when they leave their 
borders but I think it can be done. pugs all tied together. 

I am sorry it did not come out clearly at the end but it was made ~* 
quite clear I believe earlier today and certainly at least two 

or three times in our private meetings. But except where there 
was unanimity, the provinces didn't want us to proceed with 
Constitutional amendments which would give up part or whole of 
the shop. So in that sense what we have said we are prepared 

to give won't effectively be given until we meet again or 

make further progress. So it's more than just a question of 
faith. It is the way they themselves have suggested we set up 

the mechanism. They want unanimity. And except on a few things 
there, I don't think, has been unanimity. There arelarge 
measures of consensus and so on but until we break that rule of 
unanimity either they or we together by finding some amending 
formula which is short of unanimity obviously these discussions 
must go on. So in that sense we have bargained in good faith. 

We have put things on the table that we do not intend to withdraw. 
But we do intend to see before the trade is made in a final way, 
we do intend to see what they are putting on the table tco. 
RICHARD GWYN (Toronto Star): Just a supplementary question, 
sir: I take it in raising the question of unanimity you feel 
yourself bound by that rule in respect of any action you might 
take? 

A. It is a political question. In law I think Premiere 
Blakeney rather cutely toward the end of the Conference indicated 
that even he had doubts whether we would be bound by the unanimity 
rule. I believe you would find several Premier who would say, 
you know, if the federal government went to Westminster with a 
properly couched joint address, Westminster. would have no choice 
mut to act even if there was no unanimity. Now Constitutional 


iawjerz Cisagree. 1 think we could argue that the last tnree or 


=O 


four amendments which involved provincial rights were made with 
unanimous consent of the provinces. But you can go to earlier 
periods of our history where there were amendments made which 
provinces might have claimed that were a concern then and which 
were made without unanimity. So I don't’ think you really want 
a legal answer on this. But I think it is more a political 
question then a legal one at this stage. Politically I have 
said I would not go myself without unanimity on matters which 
were not only within our jurisdiction without at least meeting 
the provinces again. 

PETER DESBARATS (Global TV): Would it be possible, Mr. Prime 
Minister to get a clearer idea of the options that you will 

be looking at with the Cabinet. I mean would it be fair to say 
in very simple terms that you are looking at two. That one would 
be either there has been sufficient progress at this meeting to 
perhaps warrant another meeting and perhaps even delaying an 
election date to see whether further progress can be achieved. 
And that the other option would be that there has not been 
sufficient progress at this meeting and you might as well take 
sone of the issues that you have been discussing before the 
country in an early election. Would those really be the choices 
that the Cabinet is looking at? 

A. That seems to me to be two of the possible options. I'm 
serious. 

PETER DESBARATS (Global TV): The two main options? 

A. I would agree they are probably the two main options. I 
might think of some more before meeting Cabinet but I haven'<¢ 
any on the tip of my tongue right now. 

PETER DESPARATS (Global TV): You cannot tell me which option 
looks best to you at the moment? 

A. No,but I would be interested in hearing your advice. 
PETER DESBARATS (Global TV): I prefer the later one. 

cs Well it seemed like some Premiers were acvising me tc 
do that, weren’t they, the latter one, to go to the people or 


at least to move right away with whatever consensus we hac. 
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Did you not understand someone to say that? 

PETER DESBARATS (Global TV): No. I said my personal option 
would be the later election date but you are not known to have 
taken advice from this side of the platform. 

A. I'm sorry. I thought you said the latter one. 

PETER DESBARATS (Global TV): The later date. 

A. Well thank you for the advice. Same would go early because they want 
to go canoeing later. 

MICHAEL DUFFY (CBC): Prime Minister, Premier Hatfield of New 
Brunswick has indicated that he feels that eeaeecenede of 
language rights in their Constitution is so important that he 
plans to consult with you, if he hasn't already done so, in terms 
of making a joint address to Westminster to have a federal 
petition accompanied by a petition to make New Brunswick,to 
entrench language rights to New Brunswick. 

AS It is a good point to raise because it permits me to 
clarify when I was talking earlier about the unanimity rule that 
I would still like to seek unanimity. Of course this means when 
action involves the various provinces but in a case where a 
province is prepared as in the case of New Brunswick to bind 
itself along with tthe federal government it would be foolish for 
Premier Hatfield or me to say well we cannot move until we have 
got unanimity on that. I made it quite clear to Premiere Lyon 
this morning that we certainly are not going to wait for 
unanimity to act in areas of federal jurisdiction and I believe 
Premier Hatfield was indicating the same thing for himself, 

So how would we act. Yes a joint address would be one way. But 
you will recall that C-60 proposes another way of "Constitutional- 
izing" these fundamental rights. And that might be what Premier 


Hatfield has in mind too. I have not discussed it with him. 


MICHAEL DUFFY (CBC): He is anxious to move guickly;how quickly 
could you move? He ig talking about calling you up tomorrow 


and saying let's move. Seriously. 

A. Well, I guess it rejoins Desbarats question and the 
earlier one too: if we have several months we could move very 
soon. And I indicated that to Premiere Lyon this merninc. Khe 


have net renounced the idea of a Bill C-60 action in federai azeas 


ecb 


though I made it quite clear that it would not bé the same C-60 
nor would we attempt to cover all those subjects. But the matter 
of a bill of rights and the matter which come under strictly 
federal concern under Section 91(1):we could introduce in the 
House, I wouldn't say tomorrow even if he phones me. You know, 
it will mean drafting the new Bill or finalizing the draft of 
the new Bill and that is the matter that I want to discuss with 
Cabinet. It will hinge once again on the election date. 

MIKE DUFFY (CBC=-TV): The last time we were in this 
room I asked you a question about the luncheon you had with the 
Premier and you told me at that time that there had been 
nothing go wrong. Yet last week you said that you had been 
burned at that luncheon ,at your weekly news conference. How 
would you characterize the luncheon today and the meetings 
failure to put forward that summation that had been expected by 
yourself at the end in terms of where things were going? 

A. Well I don't know if you really want to open the 
argument of the last luncheon. But I don't recall saying 

what you said I said. When I came out of the luncheon I think 
the line was: everything is down the drain now. And I said: 
no. The subjects that we put for discussion they have all 
been agreed to: then why didn't you write a communicue? I was 
a little sore at that that they nadn't written a communique 
because it permitted perhaps some evasiveness. But I must now 
say that my suspicion and your points of view are not vindicatec 
because in fact the continuing Committee of Ministers did deal 
with all the things that were before us then. 

MIKE DUFFY (CBC-TV) : Were you burned today sir? 

A. You know, I do see a change in the Premiers' attituce 
to most of these things. Last November I was kind of sore 
because they were still in the spirit of Regina where they had 
all sided with Premier Levesque in saying the Feds shouldn't 
do anything. Now at this Conference anc as I say in the months 
since November I would say almost all of them have charged their 
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point of view and therefore I am ‘ery hapov. At tcdays lunchecn 
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we really didn't discuss substance nor was I burned on anything, 
What we only agreed to do is permit me as the Chairman to take 
the less difficult subjects first as I did and deal with them a 
little brutally by summing up without long, long speeches. And I 
think that worked. We had hoped to finish by five thirty. We 
were more than an hour late. But at least we went much faster 


than we had this morning. 


CLAUDE TURCOTTE (Le Devoir): M. Trudeau, si vous dites cue 
vous recherchez l'unanimité ou un large consensus, que vous 
voulez la participation des provinces dans les décisions, 

si par ailleurs vous pensez que vous pouvez agir unilatéralement 
dans les domaines qui sont strictement de juridiction fédérale, 
& ce moment-14 lorsque vous viendrez en campagne électorale 

et que vous parlerez d'unité canadienne comme vous avez déja 
indiqué qu'il faudra en parler, dans quel sens allez-vous 
parler aux électeurs de l'unité canadienne 4 ce moment-14? 

R: Mais vous me demandez de commencer la campagne 
6lectorale maintenant; vous me demandez ce cue je vais leur 


dire, eh bien embarquez sur mon avion, vous verrez. 


JORN GRAY (Ottawa Citizen): Prime Minister, could I just 

to perhaps refine your answers to a variety of questions: can we 
expect a new version of C-60 including in particular a charter 

of rights fortuitously in time for the election campaign? 

A. Well, I don't think you are refining anything. I answered 
that. I honestly did. I said it publicly to Premiere Lyon that 
we were still ... he asked me clearly: are you still going to 
have another C-60,and I said: yes, if we are around in Parliament 
long enough we will have a C-€0 and try and get it adopted. And 
I said the same thing just a moment ago to a question. 


JOHN GRAY (Ottawa Citizen): Would that include anything more 


than a charter of rights? 
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Pe Well yes I said that too. It would not be the same C-€0. 
Obviously,we we not going to reintroduce monarchy provisions 
because we agreed not to touch them. But there are other areas 
of C-60 that we would want to move with. The other exception 

is the Senate. I undertook not to introduce any provisions to 
change the Senate without the consent of the Supreme Court or 

of the provinces and of the Senators. 

CLAUDE HENAULT (UPI): In assessing this and your perceptions 
I guess are the only ones that really count: can you say whether 
on any of these questions you found the degree of unanimity that 
you need to proceed other than perhaps the thing on marriage and 
divorce. In other words have you not succeeded in getting that 
which you need to to do anything that is concrete. 

A. Let's make it clear. I don't need any of these. I really 


don't. You know the provinces are asking us to limit our 


jurisdiction in just about all these areas. So we don't need 
them. And I'm not downcast that we haven't had unanimity on 
the way of limiting the federal trade and commerce jurisdiction 
in the area of resources. And we haven't reached unanimity on 
the way in which we would limit the federal declaratory power 
and so on. So you were there. You saw what degree there was 
unanimity or not. whece was not unanimity in very, very many 
things. I think at some point the provinces will begin to say: 
well, gee, maybe unanimity is not possible. Maybe we should find 
some formula for action which ieee short of unanimity.It is 
particularly not possible if you are acting with a government 
whose avowed purpose is to show that federalism does not work. 
So they are not going to make unanimity very simple and easy on 
many things. At some point maybe this rule of unanimity will 
break down. One has to be very patient. I was just, I think, 
answering earlier that there has obviously been a great deal of 
Procress since the unanimity against the Feds in Regina last 


August and the situation that you have seen in the past two 


Gays, past day anyway. 
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TRANSCRIPT OF THE JOINT PRESS CONFERENCE GIVEN BY THE PRIME 
MINISTERS OF FRANCE AND OF CANADA, IN OTTAWA, FEBRUARY 9, 1979 
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M. TRUDEAU: Le Premier ministre Barre et moi-méme 
avons voulu profiter de cette visite qui nous honore pour faire 
avancer un certain nombre de dossiers. 

Dans le domaine des &6changes sociaux, vous venez de 
voir la signature d'un accord; dans le domaine des échanges 
culturels nous avons ouvert un nouveau dossier, celui des lycées 
frangais. Nous avons obtenu l'accord de trois Premiers ministres 
provinciaux pour faire avec nous, le gouvernement canadien, et 
avec le gouvernement frangais, des études de faisabilité sur la 
possibilité d'avoir des lycées francais dans les villes de 
Toronto, d'Edmonton et de Vancouver. Les Premiers ministres 
provinciaux sont d'accord pour que cette &tude se fasse. Vous 
Savez que l'un des principes de base de notre Constitution veut 
que l'éducation soit une matiére de juridiction provinciale. Nous 
ne pouvons donc pas avancer seuls, au fiveau du gouvernement fédéral. 
L'accord des provinces 6&tait donc important et cette démarche 
correspond pour nous 4 une visicn du Canada qui est extrémement 
importante dans l'optique du gouvernement central et de la 
pPlupart des provinces, c'est-a-dire une optique qui voit le fait 
francais au Canada comme 6tant pan-canadien et nous croyons que 
le Canada sera fort & condition qu'anglophones et francophones 
puissent voyager, s'6tablir dans différentes parties du pays en 
ayant la garantie que leurs enfants pourront aller dans des classes 
soit anglaises, soit francaises, suivant qu'ils représentent “lune 


ou l'autre minorité. 
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,» Dans les domaines culturels et industriels: culturel d'abord, nous 
avons également ouvert des dossiers dans le domaine de la termino- 
logie -- la question des banques informatisGées qui nous permettraient, 
a la France et au Canada, de coopérer 4 la mise en place de banques 
informatiques, de banques qui nous permettraient de travailler 
dans l'une ou l'autre langue, et ceci est utile non seulement, 
Eévidemment, pour un pays comme le Canada mais pour nos démarches 
dens le Tiers-Monde off la France et le Canada ont déja des 
entreprises conjointes et en Afrique of il y a les pays du 
Commonwealth anglophone et les pays francophones d'Afrique qui 
auront besoin de communiquer de plus en plus entre eux sur le 
plan technique, et nous pensons que ce travail peut étre utile 
également 4 ces diff6rents pays du Tiers-Monde. 

Mais principalement, nous nous sommes attachés aux 
dossiers 6conomiques. Le contexte encore est connu certainement 
par les Canadiens: un effort par le Canada de diversifier ses 
relations industrielles et commerciales vers l'Europe et vers les 
pays d'Asie, et c'est dans ce sens-14 que nous travaillons depuis 
quelques années 4 plusieurs dossiers, l'importane 6&tant de 
désigner quelques opérations-clés, quelques opérations majeures 
qui permettraient de changer un peu les habitudes de nos fonction- 
naires et de nos hommes d'affaires afin qu'ils arrivent 4 considérer 
le Canada, d'une part, la France, d'autre part, et les autres 
pays d'Europe comme étant des partenaires valables dans le domaine 
technique et dans le domaine commercial et, dans ce sens-14, nous 
avons ce matin annongé la signature d'un contrat entre la société 
canadienne des p&étroles, Petro-Canada, et Technip, une société 
frangaise,pour la liquéfaction des gaz, notamment ceux de 
l'Arctique; 41 s'agirait d'avoir une usine de liquéfaction sur 
1'ile Melville dans l'Arctique liquéfiant les gaz qui sersient ensuite 
transport6s par méthaniers vers 1’est du Canada et vers d'autres 
pays d'Europe ou d'ailleurs. Ces méthaniers également seraient 


une occasion pour la France et le Canada d'avoir une coopération 


technique et industrielle. 


i 


Nous avons parlé aussi d'autres projets mais, pour le 
moment, c'est le projet vrincipal. 

Monsieur le premier ministre, vous voulez peut-étre 
ajouter quelques mots et nous passerons aux guestions. 

M. BARRE: Monsieur le premier ministre, mesdames, 
messieurs, 

Je voudrais tout d'abord souligner le climat amical 
dans lequel se sont déroulées les conversations que j'ai eues avec 
Monsieur Trudeau, Premier ministre du Canada. Ces conversations 
ont porté d'abord sur les problémes multilatéraux ensuite 
sur la situation respective de chacun de nos pays sur laquelle 
nous nous sommes informés mutuellement, enfin sur les problémes 
de notre coopération bilatérale. Monsieur le premier ministre 
Trudeau vient d'indiquer quelles sont les conclusions essentielles 
que l'on peut tirer de ces 6changes de vues. 

Quant 4 moi, je voudrais dire simplement mes raisons 
de satisfaction et mes raisons d‘espoir. Mes raisons de satisfac- 
tion tiennent 4 ce que la France et le Canada sont décidés a 
intensifier leur coopération qui s'explique 4 la fois par des 
raisons historiques et par les possibilités que ces deux pays ont 
d'agir de fagon concertée ou commune sur le plan international. 
Nos deux pays participent 4 la méme Alliance, nos deux pays ont 
une vision semblable des progrés & faire pour maintenir un monde 
gui soit un monde de détente, de développement et de progrés et 
tout ce qui peut contribuer 4 cet objectif de paix et de progrés 
dans le monde doit 6tre accompli par nos deux pays. Des raisons 
de satisfaction également du fait qu'un certain nombre de dossiers 
qui étaient 6tudiés par nos deux gouvernements avancent et qu'en 
particulier la signature du contrat qui intéresse la société 
frangaise Technip, plus exactement l'acceptation de 1'offre faite 
par la société frangaise Technip (je désire 6tre précis sur ce 
point) est un témoignage de la volonté du Canada d'utiliser les 
possibilités technologiques et de diversification qui lui sont 


offertes par l'industrie francaise. 


cay Be 


Sujet d'espoir, enfin, il n'y a aucune raison qui 
puisse empécher la France et le Canada de développer leurs 
relations scientifiques, techniques, culturelles et 6économiques 
et il n'y a aucune raison qui puisse empécher non seulement le 
développement d'une coopération bilatérale mais également une 
action conjointe des industries de nos deux pays sur les marchés 
tiers. Nous en avons parlé ce matin et nous espérons que la 
prochaine réunion de la Commission mixte franco-canadienne qui 
se tiendra 4 Paris au mois de mai 1979 pourra traduire dans les 
faits un certain nombre d'orientations que Monsieur Trudeau et 
moi-méme avons donné a4 nos deux délégations. 

Voild les quelques remarques introductives que je 
voulais faire. Je suis trés sensible 4 l'accueil que j'ai regu du Premier 
ministre, Monsieur Trudeau, du gouvernement fédéral et d'Ottawa 
et j'espére que mon séjour au Canada contribuera 4 1l'intensifica- 
tion, 4 l'approfondissement des relations entre nos deux pays. 

DANIEL SEGUIN (LE FIGARO): Ma question s'adresse 4 
Monsieur Trudeau. 

Nous aimerions savoir dans quelle mesure le dévelop- 
pement des relations économiques avec la France pourrait étre 
subordonné 4 l'attitude du gouvernement frangais & 1'égard 
du Québec. 

M. TRUDEAU: C'est une question hypothétique. Pour 
le moment, les relations du gouvernement du Canada avec la France 
sont excellentes ,ccmme nous venons de le dire,le Premier ministre Barre 
et moi-méme. Il s'agit surtout de briser de viteilles 
habitudes, des habitudes chez les hommes d'affaires, des habitudes 
souvent chez les fonctionnaires des gouvernements qui ont leurs 
marchés favoris, leurs contacts 6tablis, etc. I1 est certain que 
si les relations entre la Prance et le Canada 6taient mauvaises, 
il sérait moins facile de briser ces habitudes. 

Il y a une chose,dans les affaires ou dans la vie,qui s'appelle lace 
d'amour. La cote d'amour, il faut bien le dire, chez les hommes 


d'affaires c'est surtout avec les Etats-Unis. Alors, ga prend une 


opération d'intelligence et aussi de charme pour que cette cote 
d'amour se déplace un peu vers l'Europe en général, la France en 
particulier, mais j'ai toujours trouvé mes interlocuteurs francais 
extraordinairement charmants. 

CAROL MACIVOR (CBC): Prime Minister Trudeau how real a 
possibility is a reimposition of wage and price controls with 


the current trends that we have seen in wage settlements in the 


last few months? 


PRIME MINISTER TRUDEAU: I will deal with this but it seems to 
me that it doesn't have much to do with this particular visit 
and it might be a bit unfair to some of the press who are 
interested in this visit but very briefly it is important that 
Canadians understand that an inflationary spiral could be 
caused if expectations in Canada continue to rise or begin to 
rise too rapidly. 

On average and on balance there has been a very commendable 
show of restraint by all wage earners in the past three years in 
the sense that overall the average of settlements has been 
reduced from a very high level to something in the area of six 
to seven per cent. 

Now we always pointed out that there would be a danger of 
a bubble coming after the period of de-control. We haven't 
seen that bubble yet but we have to be very wary of it and 
ensure that there are no excessive settlements which would 
begin to set off trends of high settlements and bring us back 


to double digit inflation. 


ALAIN DE PENANSTER (L'EXPRESS): Une ovestion & Monsieur 


Trudeau. 


A votre avis, ot sie termine la non-ingérence et ot 
commence la non-indifférence? 

M. TRUDEAU: Vous me posez une question qui ne peut 
trouver de réponse que dans les faits. Les mots, vous les connais- 


sez comme moi! won-ingérence, non-indifférence est une politique que 


non seulement nous acceptons mais que nos souhai toné. Comme 
francophone canadien, je suis heureux de voir que la France n'est 
pas indifférente vis-a-vis le fait frangais au Canada, 

et le gouvernement central comme les gouvernements successifs dans 
la province de Québec a longtemps regretté une indifférence de 
la Prance vis-a-vis le fait frangais en Amérique. ga remonte 
peut-étre & des générations passées mais c'est une réalité histo- 
tique et que la France affirme maintenant qu'elle n'est pas 
inaifférente au sort de cette communauté la plus large, paraft-il, 
en dehors de la France, cette communauté francophone, nous en 
sommes réjouis. Toute la politique canadienne depuis certainement... 
mon prédécesseur, Monsieur Pearson, et moi-méme, veut et cherche 4 affirmer 
la réalité d'un pays bilingue et multiculturel. Notre politique 
des langues officielles, nos pressions sur la Constitution tendent 
toutes 4 enchasser, & renforcer le fait frangais au Canada, 4d le 
protéger contre la réalité d&émographique de quelque 250 millions 
d'anglophones sur le continent. Alors, cette non-indifférence 
non seulement elle est bienvenue mais nous l'accueillons et dans 
le contexte justement de cette non-indifférence, nous sommes 
assurés, par ce qui a &té annoncé tout & l'heure, nous sommes 
assurés que cette non-indifférence 6tait interprét&ée comme non 
seulement non-indifférence vis-a-vis les francophones du Québec 
mais vis-a-vis les francophones du reste du Canada, gqu'ils soient 


en Acadie ou dans l'Ouest ou dans les provinces maritimes. 


Pour ce qui est de la non-ing6érence, non-interférence, 
c'est une question de faits, encore une fois, de savoir comment 
r6éussir ce difficile &quilibre, de vouloir s'occuper de la 
réalité intérieure canadienne, donc de s'ingérer dans un certain 
sens dans nos politiques et comment emp&cher que cette ingérence 
ne devienne nuisible et répréhensible.et 12 encore une fois, je 
peux simplement dire que pour autant que l'ingérence soit dans 
le sens des politiques voulues par les Canadiens, elle est 
bienvenue. Ce n'est plus une ingérence & ce moment-14, c'est une 
collaboration. A quel moment est-ce que cette action devient 
répréhensible, devient effectivement une ingérence, ca devient 


une question hypoth&étique et nous n'envisageons pas A la voir 


dans la réalité. 


JACK BEST (CANADA WORLD NEWS): Mr. Barre in connection with 
your government's policy of non-indifference to Quebec's 
aspirations, I wonder if you could say specifically whether 
this excludes or includes any kind of intervention in support 


of the political aspirations of the Quebec Separatists? 


M. BARRE: Je crois que la définition de la non- 
ingérence et de la non-indifférence reléve davantage d'une 
compréhension mutuelle que de définitions cartésiennes qui 
fixeraient une fois pour toutes les limites A respecter ou les 
limites 4 ne pas franchir. La non-ingérence signifie que la 
France ne se méle pas des affaires intérieures du Canada comme 
elle ne se méle pas des affaires intérieures de tout pays avec 
lequel elle entretient des relations, & plus forte raison 
lorsqu'il s'agit de relations &6tablies par l'histoire et qui sont 
marquées & l'heure actuelle par l'amitié et la participation & 
une méme conception des choses sur le plan international dans le 
plus grand nombre de domaines. 

L'avenir des Canadiens est entre les mains des Cana- 
diens, l'avenir des Canadiens ne.dépend pas de ce que veut tel ou 
tel pays ou de ce que veulent tel groupe ou tel autre groupe de 
pays. 

En ce qui concerne la non-indifférence, je voudrais 
confirmer que la France ne peut marquer de l'indifférence 4 
l'égard d'aucune communauté francophone dans le monde, 4 plus 
forte raison d'aucune communauté francophone au Canada. La plus 
importante de ces communautés francophones est le Québec. I1 est 
bien normal que puisque cette communauté demande & la France une 
coop6ration qui lui permette de maintenir sa vitalité et de 
souligner sa volonté & l'égard de l'avenir, il n'y a aucune raison 
que la France s'y refuse et je ne crois pas que la coop$ration 
6tablie avec le Québec, que nous pouvons définir, comme l'a fait 
le président de la République, par des liens directs et fraternels, 
puisse de quelque facgon porter atteinte au respect que nous avons 
de l'état canadien et de sa... comment dirais-je? I1 est trés 
important de trouver les mots précis: ...du respect que nous 
avons de 1'état canadien et des fonctions qu'il assume du fait 


de la volonté des Canadiens. 


RENE GONZALES (LE PARISIEN LIBERE): Ma question 
s'adresse & messieurs les Premiers ministres. 

Les 6changes commerciaux entre les deux pays ne 
représentent que un pour cent de leur commerce extérieur. C'est 
peu, il faut le reconnaftre. Est-ce qu'on peut espérer qu'aprés 
la visite de Monsieur Barre 4 Ottawa ces 6changes vont connaftre 
un nouvel essort? 

M. TRUDEAU: C'est parce que nous 1'espérons 
précisément que nous avons exprimé de part et d'autre notre 
satisfaction devant ces discussions qui ont lieu depuis deux 
jours,mais ga demeure un espoir et il faut travailler 4 la 
réalisation de cet espoir. Vous avez raison, les chiffres sont 
mMinimes par rapport au potentiel réel et nous sommes convaincus 
que sans la volont& politique exprimée par les deux gouvernements 
et ensuite poursuivie dans les commissions mixtes dont il y aura 
une réunion comme le disait le premier ministre Barre au mois de 
mai, il est str que cet espoir risque d'étre dég¢u 4 cause des 
habitudes de commerce dont j'ai parlé tout-&-l'heure, mais pour 
que l'espoir se réalise, il faut y travailler et c'est notre 
propos. 

M. BARRE: Je crois qu'il y a deux éléments dont 
il faut tenir compte. Le premier est un 6lément structurel qui 
ne se modifie pas du jour au lendemain. C'est le fait que le 
commerce canadien a &6té depuis des décennies' orienté vers son 
puissant voisin, les Etats-Unis d'Am6rique. Monsieur Trudeau m‘a 
indiqué quelle était 1a volonté du gouvernement canadien de 
procéder depuis quelques années & une diversification de ces 
6changes et, notamment, d'intensifier les 6changes qui peuvent 
s'effectuer entre le Canada, les pays européens dont la France et 
d'autres pays situés dans d'autres régions du monde mais cela ne 
se fait pas du jour au lendemain. Non seulement il y faut une 
volonté politique mais 11 faut que cette volonté politique soit 
soutenue par la volont& de ceux qui pratigquent ces &6changes et 


qui, 4 6galité des conditions de concurrence, portent leur choix 


sur d'autres partenaires que ceux qui ont &t& les partenaires 
traditionnels. Je voudrais d'autre part souligner que le commerce 
n'est pas 4 l'heure actuelle indépendant des investissements qui 
ont 6té réalisés dans un pays et qu'en ce qui concerne le Canada 
la part consid6rable des investissements directs des Etats-Unis 
est un facteur qui oriente les &échanges principalement dans le 
sens des Etats-Unis. Ce qui est important, c'est donc une volonté 
de diversification qui s‘inscrira progressivement dans les faits. 
Ne pratiquons pas l'illusion de penser que tout cela se change 
par un coup de baguette magique. 

La deuxiéme raison qui fait que les &échanges franco- 
Canadiens ne sont pas encore 4 la mesure de nos possibilités, 
c'est que depuis quelques années la situation économique générale 
n'a pas 6té favorable au développement des échanges internationaux 
et que la stagnation ou le ralentissement de l'activité économique 
mondiale depuis la crise de l'énergie n'a pas permis @ nos 
échanges de se développer aussi rapidement qu'ils auraient pu le 
faire. Par conséquent, il faut que sur la longue période, car 
c'est une affaire qui va se réaliser au cours des prochaines 
années, la volonté politique puisse 6tre soutenue par la 
volonté des partenaires 6économiques des deux cétés de 1'Atlantique 
et puisse 6tre favorisée par un climat Economique plus 
favorable. 

M. TRUDEAU: J'allais seulement ajouter, Monsieur 
le Premier ministre, qu'a cause de ces réalités, ces traditions 
auxquelles vous et moi avons fait allusion nous avons cherché des 
moyens de rompre un peu avec le passé et nous avons concentré notre 
attention, nous avons dirigé nos efforts surtout dans des secteurs 
nouveaux, c'est-a-dire 1&8 of l'histoire n'avait pas donné un 
avantage traditionnel aux relations américano-canadiennes et c'est 
pourquoi dans les projets auxquels nous nous intéressons essentiel- 
lement comme gouvernement, il s'agit de secteurs nouveaux, d)indus- 
tries de pointe dans des secteurs nouveaux. On parle de gaz de 
l'Arctique, on parle de liquéfaction du gaz, on parle de transport 
par méthaniers, on parle également de brise-glace nucléaire, nous 


parlons du domaine des communications et de i’informatique; ce 
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gont des domaines nouveaux et nous voulons saisir le moment pour 
6tablir d@és maintenant des relations plus intenses avec des pays 
différents. Il est certain que dans le domaine des industries du 
siécle passé, nous aurions une grosse céte & remonter pour &tablir 
des liens nouveaux mais si nous sommes, comme je le pense, au 
début d'une @re nouvelle, une troisiéme révolution industrielle, 
nous pourrons, celle-14, tenter de la faire ensemble et c'est 
dans ce sens-14 qu‘il faut interpréter les efforts précis du 


gouvernement francais et du gouvernement canadien. 


ROBERT LEWIS (MACLEAN'S): Prime Minister Bayes I have a 
question again on the celebrated phrase “non-interference, 
non-indifference” I am wondering if you could tell me whether 
this means that France is neutral on the question of the 
possible breakup of Canada or neutral on the possible 
independence of Quebec? 

There may be a number of Federalists and a number of 
Independantistes who might wonder now at this point what sort 


of a friend do we have in France? 


M. BARRE: Puisque cette question semble retenir 
essentiellement l'attention, je citerai simplement ce qu'a dit 
le président de la République francaise, Monsieur Valérie Giscard 
d'Estaing, le 3 novembre 1977, et il l'a dit au premier ministre 
du Québec: “Comment assurer la sauvegarde et l'affirmation d'une 
personnalité québecoise qui s'affirme partout, qui est également 
attachée &@ remonter aux sources de ga tradition, & s'ouvrir aux 
courants de la civilisation moderne, 6galement soucieuse de son 
identit6 frangaise et de sa dimension américaine. Comment 
assurer la sauvegarde et l'affirmation de cette personnalité 
québecoise. Cette question est au centre de votre d&bat politique. 
Je n'ai pas besoin de vous dire que ce débat ne laisse pas la 
France indifférente mais il ne lui appartient pas d'y intervenir, 
ce ne serait conforme ni & votre volonté ni & votre dignit6, vous 


aéterminerez vous-mémes sans ingérence les chemins de votre 


-ll- 


avenir, vous en avez le droit et vous en avez la Capacité. Ce 
que vous attendez de la France, c'est sa compréhension, sa con- 
fiance et son appui, vous pouvez compter qu'ils ne vous manqueront 
pas le long de la route que vous déciderez de suivre.”" 

Je crois que ce texte est suffisamment clair pour 
définir la conception frangaise de la non-ingérence et de non- 
indiff6érence. 11 s'agit simplement d'’en méditer les termes sans 
exégése assortie d'arriére ~-pensées. 

PIERRE DIETCH (A.F.P.): Les obstacles & un éventuel 
sommet fraiacophone ont-ils &té levés @ l'issue de cette visite? 
M. TRUDEAU: A qui vous adressez la fuestion? 

M. BARRE: A moi? 


Nous comprenons tr&s bien l‘intérét qu'il yaa 

' r6unir une conf&rence francophone qui est le souhait du Premier 
ministre du Canada et le souhait de certains chefs d'6tats afri- 
cains et notamment du président Senghor, nous poursuivons nos 
conversations & ce sujet et nous espérons que les obstacles qui 
jusqu'ici n'ont pas permis de tenir cette conférence pourront étre 


levés. 


CLAUDE TURCOTTE (LE DEVOIR): J'adresse ma ‘question 
au premier ministre Barre. 

Il y a déj& une entente ou un accord avec le Québec 
qui a 6té convenu lors de la derni@re visite de Monsieur Levesque 
a Paris concernant des 6échanges au niveau des premiers ministres. 
Il fut convenu qu'une année le premier ministre du Québec irait en 
France et l'année suivante, vice versa. 

Est-ce qu'une telle possibilité d'6échanges a &té 
discutée avec Monsieur Trudeau? Est-ce que vous considérez qu'une 
telle visite pourrait &tre aussi utile avec le premier ministre du 
Canada? 

M. BARRE: Nous n'avons pas discut6é cette question, 
Monsieur Trudeau et moi, pour la bonne raison que les occasions ne 
manquent pas de rencontres entre les représentants de la France et 


les représentants du Canada, notamment les contacts que le président 
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de la République frangaise et moi-méme nous pouvons avoir avec 
Monsieur Trudeau sont des contacts fréquents qui tiennent au réle 
du Canada dans les affaires internationales. 

Pour ce qui concerne 1'échange de premiers ministres 
entre la France et le Québec, il ne faut pas chercher des raisons 
gui dépassent la simple réalité. On ne peut pas ignorer le fait 
qu'il y a plus de 6 millions de francophones au Québec. On ne peut 
pas ignorer le fait que le Québec souhaite avoir une coopération 
active avec la France dans un. certain nombre de domaines. On ne 
peut pas ignorer le fait que la France longtemps indifférente, 
comme l'a rappelé Monsieur Trudeau, ne fait plus preuve de cette 
indifférence et que, par conséquent, elle entend mener avec le 
Québec une coopération active. Ceci explique donc que pour concevoir 
et pour mettre en application cette coopération active, les Premiers 
ministres du Québec et de France puissent annuellement se rencontrer. 
Il y a quand méme une dimension du phénom@éne qui ne doit pas 
6échapper et qui peut tr@és largement expliquer et justifier les 
contacts @ un certain niveau qui s'6établissent. Cela ne veut pas 
dire que l'on exclue la considération qui doit nécessairement étre 
port&ée au Premier ministre du Canada; je ne pense pas que Monsieur 


Trudeau ait trouvé dans mon comportement la moindre atteinte & 


cette considération. 


PASCALE AMAUDRIC (A.C.P.): A Monsieur Trudeau. 

Quel a &té l'objet principal de votre premier 
entretien en téte-&-téte avec le Premier ministre francais? 

M. TRUDEAU: Ce téte-a&-téte a commencé dans la 
voiture qui nous ramenait de l'a6roport, cela a continué pendant 
une heure chez moi avant que nous voyions au d&éjeuner les Premiers 
ministres provinciaux et il serait assez facile d'&établir les 
Bujets que nous avons discuté. 

D'abord, nous avons parlé un peu de la réalité 
internationale actuelle pour venir vite aux problames de 
l'Europe et notamment de la France dans cette Europe. J'ai 
expliqué au Premier ministre 1'importance pour le Canada de 


diversifier, comme 11 l‘a rappelé tout-&-l'heure, nos relations 
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commerciales et nos relations simples, nos relations de tourisme, 
de voyage, d'intéréts, de culture pour que nous ne soyons pas 
absorbés dans la macrocosme américain et cela s'appelle chez nous 
la troisi@me option. J'ai expliqué cette réalité et pour qu'elle 
fonctionne efficacement cette politique doit trouver son pendant 
en Europe. C'est pourquoi nous avons développé avec la Communauté 
le lien contractuel. Nous avons parlé beaucoup de cela, donc de 
la réalité frangaise, j'ai interrogé le premier ministre beaucoup 
Sur sa politique d'économie libérale ensuite nous avons parlé du 
Canada et, pour ma part, je me suis assuré du c6té de mon collégue 
frangais qu'il avait une compréhension de nos politiques et ¢a me 
parait l'évidence méme qu'il en avait unemaisje lui en ai parlé, 
la gageure que nous, francophones canadiens, avons accepté en 
optant pour le fédéralisme, c'est-a-dire pour le pari canadien. 

Je ne lui ai pas caché les difficultés que nous avons comme groupe 
minoritaire en Amérique certainement et méme au Canada de nous 
affirmer sur le plan continen~al mais je lui ai donné les raisons 
Pourquoi cette gageure était faite, pourquoi nous, francophones, 
au niveau des hommes politiques, au niveau des hauts fonctionnaires, 
au niveau de la bureaucratie, au niveau de nos sociétés de la 
Couronne, comme Radio-Canada, comme 1'Office du Film, etc., nous 
avons mis l'accent sur une politique d'égalité linguistique 

entre l'anglais et le frangais et A cela aussi se rattachent nos 
démarches dans le domaine de 1'éducation et, notamment, des 

lycées. Ce que j'ai expliqué essentiellement au Premier ministre, et 
je ne pense pas qu'il avait besoin de l'entendre encore une fois 
mais pour plus de sfret€ je lui ai dit, parce qu'il 1'indique 

par ses réponses et méme dans le choix de son vocabulaire, qu'il 
est trés sensible A la réalit& canadienne et A la réalité 
québécoise mais pour vous,de la presse, surtout de la presse non 
canadienne, il faut comprendre que ce que nous cherchons 4 tout 
prix & 6viter c'est qu'il existe au Canada deux communautés 


linguistiques mais aux barri8res 6tanches entre elles. Nous ne 
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voulons pas d'un Québec qui soit uniquement francophone pas plus 
que nous voulons d'un Canada dass les autres provinces qui soit 
uniquement anglophone parce que nous croyons qu'inexorablement 
cette sorte de création dans les faits de deux nations d'abord 
au sens linguistique et culturel pousserait inévitablement vers 
l'existence de deux nations au niveau politique, c'est-d-dire de 
deux €6tats distincts, qu'ils soient reliés ou non par des accords, 
c'est une autre question. Donc, il est fondamental pour les 
francophones qui ont fait l'option canadienne, 
que cette réalité du bilinguisme s'affirme dans l'ensemble des 
services du gouvernement fédéral et dans ces régions du Canada ol 
il y a une forte minorité soit francophone dans les autres 
provinces, soit anglophone au Québec. Alors, ceci dit, nous avons 
passé au déjeuner of les Premiers ministres des autres provinces 
ont exprimé au Premier ministre Barre leur conception @ eux du 
Canada qui, sur le plan dont je viens de parler, est partagée 
puisque nous avions 1a des Premiers ministres qui ont accepté 
une réforme constitutionnelle qui les obligerait, eux, gouverne- 
ments provinciaux, A donner 1'&ducation en frangais 14 of ilya 
des minorités, c‘est-a-dire le Premier ministre Davis de 1'Ontario, 
le premier ministre Blakeney de la Saskatchewan, le Premier 
ministre Hatfield du Nouveau-Brunswick et on peut ajouter aussi, 


ils n'é6étaient pas 14, mais deux autres provinces, l]'Ile du Prince 


Edouard et Terre=Neuve. 


Autant dire cing provinces qui disent: “Eh bien, nous, 
nous sommes prétes & nous engager constitutionnellement & protéger 
la réalité francophone." Cela, non seulement c'est extrémement 
important pour nous mais je crois fondamentalement que la sorte 
de Canada pluraliste que nous voulons b&tir ne se b&tira pas sans 
cette réalité 14. Donc, nous somme contentsde la non-indifférence, 
qui, comme vient de le dire le premier ministre Barre, s'applique 


indifféremment, si je peux dire, aux francophones du Québec et 


ceux d'ailleurs. 


ND a ae 
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M. BARRE: Pour que l'on ne dise pas que seul 


Monsieur Trudeau a répondu & cette question, que le premier 
ministre francais n'a rien dit, je voudrais dire qu'en ce qui me 
concerne j'ai d'abord 6couté ce que Monsieur Trudeau m'a dit, 
qu'en second lieu il a 6couté ce que je lui ai dit, ce que je lui 
ai dit de la politique francaise sur le plan international, ce que 
je lui ai dit de la politique frangaise en Europe, ce que je lui 
ai dit de la politique francaise en France et j'ai pris connais- 
Sance avec beaucoup d'intérét des explications que Monsieur 
Trudeau a voulu me donner de la politique du Canada, de la troisiéme 
option, des aspects intérieurs de la réalité canadienne et je me 
félicite des entretiens que j'ai pu avoir avec les trois premiers 
Ministres de provinces qui assistaient au repas que m'a offert 
Monsieur Trudeau et qui m'ont fait apparaitre une volonté tras 
nette de la part de ces premiers ministres de répondre aux aspira- 
tions des communautés francophones qui se trouvent dans leurs 
Provinces. Il est clair en effet que la France n'ignore pas les 
autres communautés francophones, je pense par exemple aux Acadiens 
dont nous parlait le gouverneur du Nouveau-Brunswick, et aux 
500,000 francophones qui se trouvent dans la province de l'Ontario 
et ce n'est pas parce que ces communautés sont relativement faibles 
que nous nous désintéresserons d'elles. Quand Monsieur Trudeau a 
Evoqué tout-a-l'heure l'ouverture du dossier des conditions de 
l'enseignement du frangais, de la cr&ation éventuelle de lyc6es 
appelés & donner un enseignement en francais, ceci est bien la 
preuve que des aspirations s'expriment et qu'elles doivent &tre 
satisfaites et j'ai d'ailleurs fait observer que ce qui s‘était 


passé au Québec, c'est-&-dire la prise de conscience d'un fait 


frangais qui allait au-del& de l'existence d'une communauté mais 
qui cherchait @ sauvegarder une culture avait eu des effets favo- 
rables sur la francophonie puisque l'on voyait maintenant non 
seulement des communautés frangaises, francophones exprimer leurs 
aspirations mais m&me, ainsi que me l'ont exprimé plusieurs 
premiers ministres, des jeunes anglophones s'intéresser & 


acquérir une culture fransgaise. 


alas We hos 


Voil& ce que nous avons dit et, pour ne rien vous 
cacher non plus, lorsque des premiers ministres se rencontrent, 
ils parlent des problémes auxquels ils ont & faire face dans 
chacun de leur pays respectifs et ils aboutissent & la méme 
conclusion, c'est qu'un premier ministre vit toujours avec des 


problémes. 
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(Toronto Star): Mr. Prime Minister, I 
af during the campaign vou are going to be spelling out your 


Party's policy on inflation and if I could elaborat 
_ the Fall of 1975 when inflation was running at 10.5 per cent, 
Beat was considered an emergency 


the very serious step of imposing controls. 


© on that: in 


am wondering Ge 


under the Constitution requiring 


It is now running at 


8.9 per cent and you say you are not considering imposing controls 


so we are 1.6 percentage points shy of an emergency. 


What I am wondering is, in the campaign, are you 


going to spell out at what level inflation becomes an emersency 


and what steps your Party would take, if it forms the Government, 


to handle that problem? 
A. I suppose you understand why we introduced the 
notion of emergencies, because the Federal Government doesn't 


Rave the Constitutional legal powers to roll back and to 


control incomes and prices under the Constitution. The Provinces 


have jurisdiction over about 85 per cent of the labour force and 


Orobably a higher percentage of contracts of buying and selling 


and setting prices in the country; so that is why we talk of an 


emergency. Now what is an emergency? It is something that the 


Courts will decide after a piece of legislation is brought 
before them. There is no magic number of ten PM 2 nine or of 
|eleven. The reason why we said it was an emergency and 
Drobably the reason why the Courts supported us wasn't merely 
| because the inflation was running around 10.8 or whatever it 
was- Itis because there were obviously visible signs of 
accelerating inflation much beyond ten and eleven..and you will 
recall the settlements in the early part of that year were on 
an average of 22 per cent.And the cause of inflation, when it 
is dcmestically generated, is the expectation that there will 
be increasingly high prices which have to be covered by 


increasingly high settlements which lead tc increasingly high 


Meeices -and soon. . You get into she twenties and) thizty mee cent 


iaflati we made that decision it was based on 
lAflation rates. lo when we 


empirical evidence, which is still around for you to examine, of 


jaye = fe 2, 3 Wor 
very, very high inflationary expectations for <he future, 


ver ‘i 


for the past so we said “well this is a time when we believe that | 
the Canadian people would agree that there is a very grave danger" 
and this was supported by the fact that the ten provinces at the 
Premiers Conference in August of '75 did what they had done in | 
the Premiers Conference in August of '74, sayinjqfnflation is : 
getting out fob 3 control “te Federal Government should do someeine 
about it. When they knew that under the law in normal times it is- 
the provinces which have jurisdiction,I repeat, over 85 per cent | 
of the labour force and probably over 85 to 90 per cent of 
private contracts setting prices.So in these circumstances we 
felt, supported by the provinces having asked us repeatedly to 

do something, it could only mean: do something legal And we 
brought in controls. 

Now will this situation repeat itself again? I 
don't know but certainly we anticipated the Constitutional 
difficulty as recently as last month when in meeting the First 
Ministers onCOnstitutional matters I pointed out to them that 
in our list for Constitutional amendments -- they had given 
us a lot of lists, you will recall of powers that should be 
chansed and handed over to the provinces... we also want 
in this Constitutional debate to look at the problem of Federal 


certain 
powers to act in cases and I mentioned very high unemployment, 


nigh inflation anay” 


s protection, Of ilar, powers which we don't | 
certainly have with any completeness under the present 
Constitutional arrangements. 

Now if you are asking me what are we going to do wil 
you are worried about a renewed spurt of inflation, we do know | 
that we can't bring in controls without it being recognized as 

an action under peace, order and good government which the 

Courts traditionally interpret as being callable when there is 
gcomething of very grave national importance. [foes that answer 
your question? 

TERRY WILLS (Toronto Star): If I can be permitted a 
supplementary. At that Conference you said you wanted this 


power if there was high inflation. New will there be a measurt 


that you will spell out when we reach high inflation? Are 

you going to Say only if wage demands become 22 to 25 per cent 
again, Or are you going to say if inflation reaches 10.5 per 
cent again that you will resort to controls? 


A. No. I am not giving any absolute figure now for 


the very simple reason, as I have said in the campaign in '74 
and in '75 when I brought in controls, there are two causes 

for the high cost of living. We could have C.P.I. figures 
going up at 12 and 13 per cent and still there wouldn't be an 
inflationary threat., if the expectations were not that these 
figures would keep accelerating in a spiral. Let me explain 
that. When the high cost of living is caused from something 
happening outside -- supposing we didn't have any oil and that 
overnight we had to pay four times more for our oil than we 
had and this happened to Japan and it happened to a lot of 
countries...Japan incidentally went up to 25 per cent 
inflationary rate. This didn't mean perhaps it was an. 
emergency situation. It meant that there was a high cost of 
living caused from events outside the country and the country 
would have to adjust as best it©C'l4yithin its Constitutional 
framework. So if this happens, if we should go to double digit 
inflation it would be very worrisome but if it is caused by 
the fact that everything we buy abroad, including energy, 

has quadrupled and quintrupled in prices -- but if the 
expectations in Canada are reasonable and, this once acain 
once again happened in Japan.. they had this very high cost 
input but instead of panicking and say"gee De infiteakien-= 

if C.P.I. is up at an increase of 25 per cent therefore we 
will ask for profits at 35 and wage settlements at 45"and so 
on -- on the contrary through a kind of internal aiscipline and 
what is called voluntary restraints and some institutional 
measures they managed to bring down this higherate 
of inflation rather than re-act to it. £o Government is 

there to make this particular judgement. Is a c.P.1. figure 


F : F , ‘ ; ikely to lead to a 
at this time in this context, 1s it one likely 


great emergency or not? What I am saying is that the Federal 
Government has to exercise that judgement. Under the present 
state of the Constitution that judgement can only be exercised 
if it is defined as action under Peace, Order and good 
Government permitting to embark in provincial spheres of 
jurisdiction, spheres of jurisdiction which are provincial in 
normal times and permit the Federal Government to invoke 
controls. 

Mow under the Constitutional amendment I would 
like to see or at least I would like to discuss would be to 
make some kind of an arrangement with the provinces that at 
a certain state of the economy the Federal Government would be 
able to exercise controls without having to go to the Supreme 
Court as we did last time, and go through all the legal 
discussions which ended up in the CourtS saying yes the 
Federal Government indeed is right in ursurping in a sense 
temporarily this provincial jurisdiction. 

BRUCE PHILLIPS (CTV NEWS): Mr. Brime Minister my question 
arises from a statement that Mr. Stewart made in the House 
yesterday and I would like to ask you whether it was one of 
your purposes in getting into politics to move the country 
further to the left? 

Pos I have stated many times, in this room and out 

of this room, and I have stated it ~ notably to the 
International Liberal Conference which was held in Canada 

a couple of years ago, three, I think, that I think the Liberal 
Party should be on the left but no further. | 
BRUCE PHILLIPS (CTV NEWS): Did you ae those words or words 
roughly similar to those in a talk to the Ontario caucus? 


a 


A. I have no idea but if I said -- what are the 
words quoted there? 

BRUCE PHILLIPS (CTV NEWS): He quotes you as having said 
"I came into politics to meve this country further to the 
left and I have never abandoned that course" ye had that in 


this letter to you yesterday as well? 


A. I believe that this country should be moving -- 


this Party should be on the left but, I repeat, no further. 


BRUCE PHILLIPS (CTV NEWS): You mean you are satisfied where 


it is and you are satisfied with its position --- 
A. It depends. Is bringing in controls that we 
were discussing, is this a move to the left or to the right? 
Is our fear of legislation which Says we don't want uncontrolled 
foreign domination of our economy, this is interventionism -- 
is this a move left or right? Ask Mr. Stewart. What do you 
think he would say? 
BRUCE PHILLIPS (CTV NEWS): tell I am not trying to answer 
that mqmestion, Mr. Prime Minister --- 
A. Well I am trying to tell you that these words 
_bave their meaning by judging the actions that a government has 
taken. I haven't yet nationalized the banks and I don't propose 
to and I don't think I have nationalized anything in this 
country so if this is Mr. Stewarts or the banks’ fear of the 
Government going left, they don't have to worry but if they 
are concerned that I am going to give a great priority to 
social legislation in any action of this Government, I am 
not going to use restraints or anything else, to hit the peor, 
then I am on the left. 
BRUCE PHILLIPS (CTV NEWS): But you don't recall whether you 
used these words? 
AS Well -- read them again? 
BRUCE PHILLIPS (CTV NEWS): “I came into politics to move this 
country further to the left and I have never abandoned that 
course." 
A. And what date was I saying that? 
BRUCE PHILLIPS (CTV NEWS): Mr. Stewart said in the House 
yesterday that you said that early in 1976. 
A. Well it was perhaps a good time when we should move a 
little bit further to the left early in '76 but, you know, 
what did I do last August when I reduced Government expenditures 


by some 2 to 3 billion dollars? Was fT moving to che Jett or 


EO the rignt? 


' 

CATHERINE BERGMAN: Monsieur le Premier Ministre, j'aimerais vous 
demander quels sont les projets de loi dont vous considérez 
qu'il est essentiel qu'ils aient été passés avant de pouvoir vous 
lancer dans une campagne é6lectorale et, en particulier, j 'aimerai: 
yous demander de commenter sur le bill... sur le référendum et 
celui sur les mesures d'urgence en matiére d'énergie. 

R. Eh bien, ces deux projets de loi, notamment, sont | 
des projets de loi que j'estime extrémement importants pour la 
gouverne d'un pays. 

Dans le cas du référendum, j'ai donné la raison 
bien des fois; il s'agit d'avoir un outil dont on peut se servir 
si la situation constitutionnelle le demande, et je ne fais pas 
toutes les hypothéses que j'ai déja expliquées sur le fait que 
le Québec s'est donné une loi du référendum et je voudrais que 
nous en ayons une aussi. 

Pour ce qui est de l'énergie, mon raisonnement 
est un peu différent. Encore dans ma rencontre avec le Président 
Carter la semaine derniére, on s'est redit l'un a l'autre que 
effectivement nous étions dans une situation qui pourrait deveni 

périlleuse pour ce qui est de l'approvisionnement et des prix de 
l'énergie. Les événements en Iran l'ont prouvé 

abondamment. Alors, pour cette raison-1la aussi 
j'ai dit 4 mes députés qu'il y avait une grande priorité sur ces 
Geux projets de loi. Il y en a d'autres aussi. Certainement 
les mesures de Monsieur Chrétien qui n'ont pas passé la Chambre 
sont également importantes. La loi des Banques est extrémement 
importante, ou bien le prolongement de la loi actuelle ou bien 
une loi nouvelle qui est pourtant devant un comité depuis plusi¢ts 
mois. Pourquoi? Parce qu'en vertu de la loi actuelle, les 
banques cessent d'exister légalement 43 la fin de mars. Alors, 

Ga aussi c'est urgent. Dans tout parlement qui doit étre disso: 


il y a des projets de loi qui tombent le long de la route et, 


inévitablement, quelle que soit la date de la disaglutiony: iL .y 


aura des projets de loi qui n'auront pas 6té passés et ¢a ne 
voudra pas dire que le gouvernement ne les considére pas comme 


urgents et nécessaires, mais ¢a voudra dire que l'élection est 
également urgente et nécessaire et que quand on voit que 
l'opposition s'obstine 4 parler, comme c'est le cas sur la loi 
du R&éférendum, ¢'a &té devant un comité de la Chambre tout le 
mois de février et c'est encore devant un comité de la Chambre, 
ils ont eu je ne sais pas combien d'heures de rencontres mais 
pendant plus d'un mois. Alors, 4 un moment donné, on ne peut 
plus attendre. 

Alors, je ne peux pas garantir qu'aucun projet de 


loi en particulier sera passé avant une dissolution, mais je 


aurions 


sais qu'il y en a plusieurs dont nous besoin, si nous 
avions le choix. 
oO: Si je peux me permettre une supplémentaire... 


Cet outil que constitue le référendum, vous le 
considérez comme un élément essentiel de votre campagne. 

R. Oui, mais également le projet de l'allocation 
des ressources d'énergie. 

Autrement dit, tout est important. Autrement, 
nous ne l'aurions pas présenté devant la Chambre, mais je ne veux 
pas donner de garantie absolue qu'il n'y aura pas de dissolution 
avant que tous les projets de loi sur lesquels on me présente 
des questions n'aient été adoptés mais, je le dis sans équivoque, 
c'est un projet de loi que nous aurions aimé avoir d'ores et 
d46j4, ce qui aurait peut-étre permis une dissolution ily a 
Guinze jours ou il y a une semaine ou il y a trois semaines. 


Sait-on jamais? 


MARK PHILLIPS (CBC TV-NEWS): Mr. Prime Minister I would like 
to ask a couple of questions relating to the interview you 
gave yesterday and broadcast last night. In being questioned 
about the legal options available to you before calling a 
vote, what you said was "I may delay to the ultimate. I may 
go soon. I may do something in between." What in your mind 
is the ultimate? 

A. The ultimate is what the Constitution would 
permit and generally it is said to be five years but then 

you get into the Constitutionalists and the theorists who 
arcue about dates. Is it very useful for me to speculate on 
that? Why don't we just say five years and that is what the 
Constitution says. Where you start counting those five years 
I suppose is a matter for debate. I don't think it is 
particularly important. 

MARK PBILLIPS (CBC TV-NEWS): ‘The question is related to 

the suspicion in some parts that you may delay even beyond 
this summer, which would be five years from the last election, 
and See Ge. the use of Constitutional, some would say loopholes, 
even into next spring or summer? 

A. Well let's just say that I wouldn't contemplate 
doing anything even that could be suspected of being illegal 
or unConstitutional. It is silly to presume that I would. 

I mean I would probably be a fool in political terms to say | 
nothing about what my reputation in front of my former law 


students would be. 


IAN URQHART (Macleans): - Well on that same point, as 
i read Sections 20 and 50 of the Constitution, it is 
perfectly legal to delay an election until June, 1980. Would 
you consider delaying an election past this summer or indeed 
past this spring because you promised last Fallit would 


be this spring? 


A. I haven't called it yet. i will call it witia 


the (I am cnoked with emotion). 


A. I will call it within whatever legal obligations 


I have but, don't worry any speculation that I will go beyond 


my legal mandate is calumny , sheer calumny. 


fee tee Scleans) : Well with all due respect that 


wasn't the question. I didn't ask if you would go beyond your 


legal mandate. I asked if you would consider holding the 


election some date past this summer or past this spring? 

A. Well I can promise you that when I call the 
election you will be among the first to know. I have never 
given you any more dates than that and I won't today. 


IAN URQHART (Macleans) : Well last Fall you gave us 


this spring. 

A. I said probably in the spring. 

CHARLES LYNCH (Southam News Services): Mr. Trudeau, for 
-the first time since your separation, Mrs. Trudeau is being 
quoted around the world in terms critical of you. What is 
your reaction? 

A. In terms of what? 

CHARLES LYNCH (Southam News Services): In terms critical 

ef you. This hasn't happened before on either side. What 

is your reaction to what you are reading not only in the 
Canadian papers but the papers all over the world? 

A. Well I can't say I don't have any reaction 
but I will say I keep it to myself. 

CHARLES LYNCH (Southam News Services): Do you think that 
this will nave any bearing on your approach to the election 
campaign as it comes? 

A. It won't have any bearing on my approach to it, no. 
COUGLAS FISHER (Toronto Sun): Mr. Trudeau, 1 have asked 

you this question a number of times since 1970. t relates 
to Mr. Turners statement at the time. You will remember BS yee 
the House that some day when the Canadian people can be told 


they will understand why we took these judcements and as 


recently as three or four months ago when I raised that with 
you you gave me what has become a very firm and succinct 
answer to th effect that everything that is going to be 
known, that should be known, can be known, is known. 

Now I accepted that but last week, Mr. Marchand 
gave a talk in Montreal and I wasn't there but I have the 
quotations from the papers and he indicated that the police, 
and he seemed to put the finger on the Montreal Police, did 
not give the true facts to the government and the 
government was operating without the true facts and that if the 
true facts were known the government would have operated 
somewhat differently. Now it seems to me that this may have 
opened up the thing. At last we are getting some kind of 
revelation that there is more there. Have you anything to 
comment? Anything different from the reply to my previous 
question? 

A. No I don't. If Mr. Turner or Mr. Marchand want 
to reveal some facts of which I have no knowledge, please ask 
them. I say the basis on which I took my decision are facts 
that are known to everybody. If some Minister in his heart 
had something else and he didn't communicate it to me or 

it is not made public, I would encourage him to make it 
public. I haven't seen Mr. Marchand's speech but he and I 
are pretty much on the same wavelength on this and I am 
wondering if you are not referring to something he might 
have said as regards the facts that we didn't find that, in 
terms of internal subversion, we had much information from 
the police. Now if he is saying that and if he is saying 
something further, in terms of people that, under the 
administration of justice, the Province of Quebec was going 
to rounc up under the War Measures Act, we Gidn't know that 
they would round up as many as they did. As a matter of 
fact a couple of Ministers looked at some lists (and I am 
not making any revelation here because Pelletier wrote that 


in his book and sort of tried to cut down the list and said 


- ll - 


don't, you know, you have got so and so on the list. That's 
Silly. He or she is not a revolutionary. 


DOUGLAS FISHER (Toronto Sun): I would just like to recall 


to you that at the time Mr. Marchand spoke more about the 


threats than any other Minister. He was the one who talked the 


most about loads of dynamite, about the fact there were 

radio controlled trucks around the place, he was the one who, 

with Jack Webster out in Vancouver as the crisis was ending, 

talked at great lengths about the alternative government plot. 
Now I took from what he had said in Montreal that 

the true facts were not known, the police did not tell him the 

truth, that these kinds of things that he was telling at 

the time were mt true and if he had known they were untrue 

at the time his behavior would Eavoneen different. All you 

are telling me is that as far as you are concerned this makes 

no sense to you? 

A. Well once again I don't want to contradict what 

Marchand said. I haven't read his speech. I don't know if 

he alludes to Webster or the trucks in Montreal. I do know 

that the basis on which Cabinet reached its decision was 

the information that we communicated to the House, that we 

didn't know how many cells were out there, that we did know 

that there had been enough cells to, shall I go through it 

again, to cause more than one hundred derailments, kidnappings, 

assassinations, theft of arms, and raids on three arsenals and 

S$90,0n --- 

DOUGLAS FISHER (Toronto Sun): You are telling me that to 

your knowledge you don't know what Marchand is talking about 

and that is fine. That is fine with me. I will go to hin. 

A. And go to Mr. Turner too and then perhaps we 

will not get this question again every two or three months. 

DOUGLAS FISHER (Toronto Sun): Well it is a little 

¢ifficult getting anything from Mr. Turner as you know. 

A. Well he will write you. 


SESr CARRUTHERS : I nate to go back to energy — 


at toe 


A« Please do. I am having so much fun. 
JEFF CARRUTHERS _: Mr. Prime Minister you 


made a point of going down it seems to speak to Mr. Carter 

in parcticular about this Alaska Gas Pipeline that a lot of 
people are now suspecting may not be built or at least may 
not Seedasinie to be built without some government assurance. 
What specifically did the President tell you that would give 
you any reason to be more confident that the pipline will 

be built. 

A. Well both because of what he said in that hour 
and a half and because of what Mr. Schlesinger said in the 
many more hours that I spent with him. They were very 
distressed. Just to give a concrete example, at an article 
in the Toronto Star I believe it was and they were mad. at 
the veople who had talked to the Star Reporter (and they 

told me who they were) and said that the pireline was a dead 
issue. They said they know that is false. It is against 
Federal Government policy. It is against our wishes. We 
want it ae proceed. We need it to proceed. Any thinking whicl 
says it shouldn”’t proceed is short-sighted, improevident and 


\ 
wreckless and they were very, very firm about it. 


As I say Mr. Carter in general and Mr. Schlesinger with great | 


particulars and you know I don’t hesitate to quote Mr. 
Schlesinger because he said, vou Foe asec al say whatever 

you want publicly if people have doubts about our inteneroeee 
He went further and he Leta vu would be damn fools if you 
went ahead with the pre-build without havindag a guarantee that 
we would do the whole pipeline. We need the whole piveline’ 
and there you are. 

JEFF CARRUTHERS : Well are you saying that 
the Canadian Government is still taking the U.S. Government's 
word. I mean they have been talking a lot but they have been) 
Going very little in the last iittle while and in fact the 


Administration seems to be incapable of doing even the things 


tney have sala *theay-are-going to ao 


| 


at PLY io 


a. Well I am not here to criticize Mr. Carter's 


government. They asked us to adopt certain legislation which 
would permit the building of the Pipeline on Canadian soil. 
We did it. I think they are Slightly embarrassed that, having 
asked us to do it quickly, now they haven't proceeded but they 
don't have our great Parliamentary system here with a.Monarch 
at the top. They have a Presidential Congressional system 

and Mr. Carter is not able to get out of Congress everything 

he would want and he did undertake in specific terms and he 
said this, I believe, at his press conference after, that he 


would make sure that the legislation involving the naming of 


the Inspector would be before Congress on the lst of April or 
sooner, 


JEFF CARRUTHERS: And what happens if the pipeline doesn't 


go ahead? 

A. Well if I hadn't got that kind of guarantees from 
the Administration that they were serious, that they eae, 
business, that they wanted to proceed with it, I suppose we 
would have © look at other options for ourselves rather 

than continue expecting that the pipeline will be built. We 
would think of other pipelines and the Quebec and the 
Maritimes pipelines, the Q & M Line, which is one which you 
will recall Mr. Gillespie explained in great detail in 
February of last year with those great charts he had and which 
I understand Mr. Clark is now getting interested in -- this 
is something that we would want to look at. Our great 
concer, and Mr. Gillespie's presentation was in fact that 
there was SO many energy _ projects which called for 
massive spending, that we had to phase them in so that there 
wouldn't be bottlenecks wena eres all the capital and all the 
technicians and all the pipes wouldn't be required at the 

Same time and that is what we have been doing. We have the 
Foothills one there and now we are moving ahead on the Lower 


Churchill and we have done the first and the second studies 


on the Bay of Fundy and we have built the Sarnia Pipeline and 


we said eventually we intended that gas would be moving through 
Quebec and into the Maritimes and we have the Liquid natural 
gas project of Melville Island. 

We have just signed an agreement with the French, 
that is Petro-Canada, that we don't want to abolish but Mr. 
Clark does, Petro-Canada has negotiated with the French a 
technological agreement for the process of liquifying so, you 
know, we are moving on all these various fronts. 

If the Foothills are not going to move, then we 


will shift our attention and our resources to some other area. 


aL 


AY LARIVIERE: 
Tout-d-l'heure en parlant de l'inflation vous 


avez laissé l'impression que la Cour Supréme avait été satisfaite 
qu'il y avait effectivement une situation d!urgence,.du, moins 


is 
vous avez laissé l'impression. Si ma mémoire est correcte, la 


Cour Supréme, tout ce qu'elle a dit c'est qu'elle Stadt satisfaite 
qu'il était légal pour le gouvernement fédéral de déclarer une 
“urgence mais que c'était 4 l'exécutif de décider qu'est-ce 

qu'une urgence. Si ma mémoire est correcte sur ce point de vue-ld, 
qu'est-ce qui fait une situation d'urgence au point de vue de 
l'inflation? I1y a é6énormément de gens au Canada qui commencent 

a penser qu'effectivement nous avons une situation d'urgence. 

R. Votre mémoire est exacte, Mademoiselle, vous 

avez parfaitement raison et c'est pourquoi j'ai indiqué, en 
réponse 4 la question, que je voudrais moi-méme que la 
Constitution soit plus claire et je voudrais qu'il y ait un 
amendement que j'ai d'ailleurs esquissé lorsque j'ai rencontré 

les premiers ministres au début de février, de savoir en quels 

cas le gouvernement fédéral pourrait agir pour enrayer liinfla- 
£L0n. : 

J'arrive au détail de votre question mais 
permettez-moi de répéter ce que j'ai dit en anglais tout-da-l1'heure. 
Pour ce qui est des réglements inflationnistes dans le domaine, 
disons syndical ou des conventions collectives, tout le monde 
sait que 95% de la juridiction dans le domaine du travail 
reléve des provinces et, donc, en temps normal, nous ne pouvons 
pas contréler des poussées inflationnistes qui viendraient de 1a. 
Tout le monde sait que dans le domaine des réglements ou des 
prix 6tablis par les gouvernements provinciaux, le gouvernement 
£6d6ral n'a pas de juridiction pour leur dire vous avez 
augmenté les prix de L'hydro ou d'‘autre chose et vous n'auriez 
Bas du . Et tout le monde sait également que dans le domaine 


i i i ecteur privé, eh bien 
deg contrats, la fixation des prix dans le s Pp ; ; 


ga reléve du droit civil, c'est-a-dire des provinces. 


Donc, le fédéral qu'on blame toujours comme é&tant 
responsable pour enrayer l'inflation a trés peu de juridiction 
pour le faire. Nous n‘'avons juridiction qu'en cas d'urgence, 
que lorsque la Constitution peut 6tre invoquée en vertu de la 
paix, de l'ordre et du bon gouvernement, et on sait ce que ¢a 
veut dire: des mesures d‘urgence. 

La Cour Supr@éme, vous avez raison de le dire, 

a dit, eh bien, le gouvernement a déclaré que c'était urgent 
et en examinant les faits, en 6écoutant les témoignages, ¢a ne 
semble pas étre une erreur.’ 

Mais notez bien qu'il y a eu des juges qui n'ont 
pas dit ga; ce n'était pas un jugement unanime. Monsieur Betz 
que je respecte beaucoup, qui était un des juges dissidents, 
je ne sais pas s'il y en avait d'autres, je pense peut-étre 
un autre, a dit, eh bien, non, moi, je ne suis pas d'accord avec 
cette législation parce que je doute que le gouvernement dans 
ses actions ait véritablement démontré urgence. 

Alors, vous voyez que c'est une question qui a 
été débattue et sur laquelle les juges eux-mémes n'ont pas été 
tout-a-fait d'accord, ce qui fait que le gouvernement doit 
prendre ses responsabilités. Comme je l'ai dit en anglais, 
encore une fois, nous l'avons fait la derniére fois a la suite 
de priéres instantes de la part des dix provinces 4 deux 
conférences annuelles nous demandant instamment de faire quelqu 
chose, ce qui était une facgon pour elles de dire eh bien, nous 
supposons que vous en avez le pouvoir et cela n'est vossible 
que quand il y a urgence. 

A moins de répéter toute ma réponse, je ne peux 
dire que si c'est 4 10% ou 4 12% ou a 15%... Ca dépendra de 
la révolte des espérances qui découlera d'une situation 
donnée. J'ai donné l'exemple du Japon qui s'Stait rendu 4 25 
parce qu'ils n'ont pas d'énergie, ils doivent tout importer et | 
les prix ont quadruplé en peu de temps, mais ils ont réussi 2m°°* 
sce 


Cette révolution des espérance sorte que maintenant ils sont 


a un niveau inflationniste tr2s bas: 


= As = 


Chez nous, c'&était plut6t le contraire. Les 
chiffres n'étaient pas trés é6levés, c'&tait autour de 10 ou ll, 
mais il reste que les indices étaient extraordinairement 
clairs. La moyenne des réglements avait 6té de l'ordre de 
22% dans la premiére moitié de '75 et on voyait tout de suite 
que les prix qui 6taient déja un peu trop hauts ah abn des 
demandes salariales qui étaient encore plus hautes, lesquelles 
demandes sulariales amenaient des adgmaneaci Gn des prix, 
et caetera. On &tait dans la spirale inflationniste. 
om Nous sommes d'accord que c'est l'exécutif qui 
décide si oui ou non on aura une situation d'urgence. 
J'aimerais savoir si... 

Rs Non, non, &coutez, 1a- Je vous ai dit que vous 
aviez raison dans la premiére question mais l'exécutif décide 

a2 l'intérieur de l'obligation de justifier devant la Cour 

qu'il a agi raisonnablement. Je vous ai expliqué que ce n'était 
pas un jugement arbitraire et, la preuve, c'est qu'on n Wed 
pas convaincu tous les juges. 

om ; Oui, je comprends. 

Mais je m'intéresse 4 l'amendement que vos avez 
proposé aux provimces. Est-ce que vous avez proposé aux 
provinces une sorte de décision collective en vue de l'imposition 
6ventuelle de mesures 4 titre d'urgence, de mesures économiques 
ou est-ce que vous avez demandé aux provinces de vous laisser, 
au £6déral, le soin de décider quand le fédéral pourra utiliser 
ces pouvoirs? 

R. Cette partie de la conférence était publique, 

je pense que vous pourrez retrouver ce que “j'ai dit, et ce 
n'était pas trés long. J'ai donné une liste des choses que 

nous voulions discuter. Nous voulions discuter de la possibilité 


d'avoir une juridiction fédérale sur des questions &conomiques 


qui, pour le moment, étaient ou bien partagées entre les 


provinces et le gouvernement fédéral, et je n'ai pas proposé 


de texte précis. J'ai dit que c'était un probleme. oe 
nous parlez, vous les provinces, des pécheries, des communi- 
cations, de la culture, eh bien, nous vous parlons de 
L'inflation et du chémage et du dollar et il faudrait savoir 
si une Constitution vraiment moderne permettrait au gouvernement | 
de prendre une action requise, que ce soit une action conjointe 
ou unilatérale ou aprés consultation, c'est 4 décider et a 
discuter. 
PETER DESBARATS (Global TV): Mr. Prime Minister I understand 
that there was a meeting in Toronto this week among the 
television networks to work out a common proposal for a 
television debate during the campaign and I think some sort 
of proposal was worked out. 

Can you say at this time that you are, in principle 
willing and perhaps even eager, to meet the other party leaders 
in a televised debate during the campaign? 

A. I would say I: am indifferent. I certainly wouldn't 
put an obstacle to it. I wouldn't brag about being eager about 
it. I have one recollection of television debates. That was 

in the '68 campaign and all of you, I think, agreed with me 
that it was the dullest thing that ever happened and if we 
can't do any better than that I don't want to waste my tire 
briefing myself for television debates; but if it is not beyond 
the ingenuity of whoever it is, the television pecple, to | 
Organize a debate which will be less dull than that one, well, 
Tamin. If Arnie says I amin. I don't know. Where are you 
Arnie? I will do what he says. 

JEFF SIMPSON (Globe and Mail): Mr. Prime Minister is it the 
Government's intention to reintroduce the Constitutional 


Reform Bill before the end cf the session? If not -- 


Pu The Constitutional Bill? 
JEFF SIMPSON (Globe and Mail): A.new Constitutional Reform 


* yo o eon - ‘ es - 
Sil’, "Son of Bill C-60" if you Like, and 12 not wha+ would be 
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your reasoning for not doing it and if you do tHtroaucce. . 


will it deal with anything other than the Supreme Court and the 
Charter of Rights? 


As Well I can answer the last part of the question 


first. A "Son of C-€0" would be essentially dealing with that 


area. I am not sure that we would go into very many other 


| areas and it wouldn't be as long a Bill as C-60. And it 
| certainly wouldn't deal with the Senate at this stage but as 
to whether it will in fact be introduced or not, really depends 
on how much longer we sit before the election comes. 
JEFF SIMPSON (Globe and Mail): A supplementary. My 
| information is that the actual drafting of the Bill is not 
a problem considering that so much ground work had been done 
before; that the actual preparation of the Bill is not a 
_ problem so that introducing such a Bill for First Reading from 
a technical point of view or drafting point of view isn't the 
| problem. Therefore it leads me to the conclusion that it must 
] be a political (and I don't mean that in a partisan way) but 
_ a Cabinet reason why the Bill isn't being introduced now or 
| why it micht not be introduced in say the next ten days if 
_ there are no drafting problems? 
, A. Well I can give you an answer to that. It is 
true that the drafting is very advanced. I have seen a rough 
draft of it myself just a couple of weeks ago. There are still 
| many points on which Cabinet would have to sort of say well use 
this phrase rather than that evan in the definition of the 
Richts and I can think of another example, in the Preamble 
-- to tell wu quite frankly I want to leave the long Preamble 
we had in C-60 and go for a much shorter one and I have seen 
a draft of that but there are a few things like that that 
would still have to go to Cabinet but the reason why I wouldn't 
just introduce it and pull the plug is that if I 
introduced it, it is because I would want to debate on Constitutional 
matters and I would like to draw the opposition out on some of 


them and if we are around long enough maybe I will do that, ae 


am J 


at this stage, in answer to a question in french a few minutes 
ago, I indicated the other priorities we had and which we would 
want to debate and therefore to put that Bill in just so that 
it be torn apart by these who are against it, without having 
put any position on the records themselves, is something I 


wouldn't contemplate for political reasons. 


STUART. LANGFORD (CBC) : Mr. Prime Minister with regard to the 
recent decision in the Treu case at the Court of Appeal Level 
in Quebec and with regard to the fact that the Worthington 
Preliminary Inquiry is coming up yet again next week, has the 
Government, in review of the Treu Decision given any 
consideration to withdrawing the charge against Worthington 
and Creighton and the Toronto Sun? 

A I know of -- certainly there is no such decision. 
I don't know if it is being considered. I am not even sure -- 
is it the Federal Attorney-General or the Provincial Attorney- 
General who is proceeding with the case. I don't know in whose 
hands it is. 

Stuart LANGFORD (cBC) : It's Federal. It's Mr. Scollin. 

A. Well, you know the police laid a charge and the 
Cepartment of Justice looked at it and they said yes this 
charge should go forth and they are proceeding with it. 

They are not consulting me and I am not interfering in the 
process of justice. 

STUART. LANGFORD (CBC)}: As far as you are concerned it is 
something which is beyond the realm of being studied by 
Cabinet or by Federal Justice officials at this point? 

Bs Well indeed it is. When the police make an 
inguiry and they report to Cabinet that there is no ground 

for : prosecution we don't proceed but when they say there 

is grounds for prosec_ution we hand it over either to 

the Federal prosecutor, the Attorney-General of Canada or to 
the Attorney-General of the Province and we say look this is 


nof a matter of politics or Cabinet decision ~-- vou decide 
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if you want to prosecute or not. 


-STUART LANGFORD (CBC): I was just wondering about the Treu 


Decision and whether that would perhaps cause you and the 
Department of Justice to perhaps want to have another long look 
at the charge itself? 

A. No response. 


GEORGE RADWANSKI (Financial Times): Mr. Prime Minister you 


have said at several of these press conferences that you didn't 
call an election a while ago when it looked pretty clear that 
you would win if you did and that you had no intention of 
calling one at a time when it looked as if you would lose. 

What is your reading of the present polls, both 
of the ones you are getting and the gallup, if you held an 
election now -- is it clear in your mind that you would win? 
A. Well in my mind it looks as though we might win and wa 
might lose. Not both together. One or the other. That is 
very difficult. | 
GEORGE RADWANSKI (Financial Times): A supplementary. Coming 
back to this question of an election by summer or not to your 
great delight, I am sure, setting aside the Constitutional 
aspect for the moment, I think it is fair to say that in the minds 
of the average layman five years would run from July of '74 
to July of '79, say July 8th, and you said youself that you 
would be a fool to do anything which even politically would 
look as ifyou are fooling around with the Constitution. 

Are you prepared on that basis to give any kind 
of assurance that you do intend to hold the election on or by 
or before July 8th of this year? 
A. I am really not looking so far ahead. I would 


normally want an election, what is it, Charles, June the llth 


or -- 
CHARLES LYNCH (Southam News Services): PENH Size 
A. pe ale Weg thaty° Vike a good date to me. IftTI go 


beyond that I rather think I will have to worry about the 


Di 5 ‘ ones} +: i e is 
Dolitical consequences but if Lynch says anyt=me in Jun 


-— + 


oD? is 


¥ 


se0es then Start asking me about the political risk I am taking if 
I don't pull the plug by the end of April. 

GEORGE RADWANSKI (Financial Times): With respect you haven't 
answered the question, Mr. Frime Minister. Whether you are 
prepared to say that you won't go beyond July 8th of this 

year or not 

A. | With respect I have.. I haven't given that 


undertaking, no. 


CLAUDE TURCOTTE: Ma question porte sur le référendum. 

Il y a quelques ministres de votre gouvernement 
qui ont déclaré ou insinué ou laissé entendre 4 quelques 
reprises que si le gouvernement a4 Québec ne tenait pas son 
référendum éventuellement que le gouvernement fédéral pourrait 
tenir le sien avant. La question que je me pose, je vous 
demande si mon hypothése est farfelue ou pas, c'est ce que 
je vous demande, est-ce que c'est possible que le gouvernement 
décide de tenir un référendum en méme temps que 1'élection 
générale? : 

Re Si nous avions ce projet de loi dont parlait 
Mademoiselle Bergman tout-a-l'heure et que l'on jugeait 
qu'il y ait urgence, on pourrait se poser l'hypothése. Pour 
le moment, l'hypoth@se ne peut pas se poser parce que nous ne 
pouvons pas tenir le référendun. 

Mais remarquez bien qu'en plus d'avoir cette 
loi-la qui n'est pas encore passée, il faudrait que nous ayons, 
en vertu de cette loi-14, que nous ayons aussi introduit, je 
pense que c'était une résolution dans la Chambre qui est 
débattable pendant quarante heures ou quelque chose comme ¢a. 
Alors, cette hypoth@se-14, vous me demandez si c'était farfelu, 
je suis tenté de dire oui. Ce n'est pas farfelu mais dans le 


contexte actuel, c'est extraordinairement improbable. 
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KEN LAWRENCE: Prime Minister no doubt there are going 

to be questions about your credibility during the campaign as 

to how people can believe you after in '74 you campaigned against 
controls and a year later brought them in. How are you going 

to answer that accusation? 

A. I've given that answer many times and I give 
/ it again once more, hopefully you'll carry it and then we won't 
_have to - I know I'll get it publicly, I don't suppose I should 
be it at every press conference. 
The Tories campaigned for control and they voted against 

them when we got them. That's a terrible flip-flop. And then 

once we were into them they wanted us to get out of them. That's 

another flip-flop. We campaigned against controls, against 
Wirore particularly the freeze followed by controls that the 
Tories were proposing in '74 because the cause of inflation at 
'that time was essentially the very rapidly increased price of 
oil. Don't forget that in June '74 we were just within months 

after the - half a year after the OPEC crisis which had increased 
the price of oil some 400% and our argument was that controls 
in Canada - a freeze followed by controls in Canada ~ would not 

prevent the price of oil going up in the Middle East and, 

therefore, the price of oil that we were buying it at would 

increase Pocaratess of controls. 


So in that sense the increased cost of living 


was caused essentially by external factors, petroleum prices 
for one, food prices, imported food prices, and Canadian food | 
prices determined by world markets like wheat, because of 
floods in some part of the world and droughts in others. So | 
we were auh¥int that there would be no possibility of controll, 
these prices or freezing them because they were imported price 
and controls at that point were not onlv necessarv but they 
wouldn't be effective, you couldn't zap the nrice of OPFC, the 
would continue going up as they did. 

They just went up again this morning another 9% as you 
have seen and there is nothing we can do about that by 
imposing intemal controls. 

There leaked a paper during the campaign that the Tor» 
and I believe some of the media made much of saving the Liber: 
have a contingency plan for controls end indeed we conceded tal 
we had a contingency plan for controls, but we would bring 
controls in when they could be effective if they became necesa! 
But that they would not be effective at this time and therefce 
we would continue campaigning against them. 

About a year~-and-a-half later in the fall of '75 the 
cause of inflation had become domestic. Canadian economic dec's! 
makers, the employers, the employees, the landlords, the Fil 
setters, they had all realized that because of the increase |: 
OPEC prices, because of the fast increase of domestic prices | 
there was a psychology of trying to get ahead of inflation. | 
There was a determination on the part of manv of the decisio- | 
makers to anticipate even further an increased inflation so. 
that we had, for instance in the first half of 1975, we had : 
a situation where rents were going up as much as 20 and 30 FT 


cent; we had unions barqaining for increases in the order of; 4 


20, 30, some 50 - I remember one about 80 or 90 percent 


increase in wages. The average settlements in the first half 


of 1975 were 22% and it was obvious that everybody in the 
economy in Canada was trying to anticipate a very high rate 
of inflation of the order of maybe 20% and that we were 
causing inflation in Canada by anticipating further increases. 
So at that time the cause of inflation was not something 
happening outside, it was something happening inside which 


we can control and which we could control. And that is when 


_we brought in the controls - not a freeze as the Tories had 


asked for but controls. 


You will recall that there had been meetings of the 


Provincial Premiers in August of 1975 and before that in 


_ August of 1970 or Sentember 1974 saying that the Federal 


Government should do something about controls. Now when the 


_ Provinces sav that you recall one of my answers was that 


they were admitting a certain amount of incapability on their 


part. Let me remind vou that wages which come under collective 


| bargaining, are 85% under provincial jurisdiction and therefore 


_the normal place to exercise controls over prices and incomes 


is at the provincial level. 


What I say about workers 85% under provincial juris- 


diction is even truer if vou look at the ordinary contract 


setting prices, buying and selling. Property and civil rights 


come under provincial jurisdiction so in normal times it's 


the Provinces who can control inflation. It's only when you 


get into an overall situation which reaches an emergency level 


that the Federal Government can have jurisdiction to intervene. 


We felt that when we were having once again prospective 


-inflations way up in the double digit} in the sense that once 


again we were having rental increases and wage increases 

in the 20's and 30's at that time we felt that the economy 
was being imperilled and we brought in legislation where 

we called the Provinces, had all the Premiers come to Ottawa 
and we discussed it and we brought in at that point controls 
and they were justified in the Supreme Court in those 
particular circumstances of emergency. So once again in 
normal times the Federal Government does not have the power 
to roll back or to freeze or anything like that - it can do 
it when there is an emergency. And it is doubtful whether 
the Courts in '74, let alone what we said, it is doubtful 
that they would have found that there was an emergency of 

a nature that the Federal Government could act on but one 
can't know, I mean that's a hvpothetical question what the 
Courts would have said. 

But it is certain that after the fall of '75 having 
brought in legislation the Courts judge it intra vires 
because then there was a real apprehended or real crisis 
to the economy. 

If there are any supplementaries I'll deal with them 
gladly. | 
GEORGE RADWANSKI: Mr. Prime Minister you had to i? 

within 
call an election obviously some time / the next while but 
you've made it pretty clear all along that you would take § ' 
your time and pick the moment when vou thought you had the ! 
best chance of winning. Could you tell us what in your | u 
thinking made yesterday the pastuaay rather than say a week — i 
earlier or a week later, two weeks later. What factors went" 


into your thinking that this was the time to do it? 


A. Well the best time for me was a time 


when the issues were sufficiently defined for the people to 


have a clear choice. I certainly didn't want an election 


where everything was vague and hazy. I guess one reason is 


a very partisan one that we've been incumbents, the Liberals, 
for some 15 or 16 years and if there is no great este then 
as I said before at one of these press conferences, the people 
would be inclined to give the others a chance. I felt that 
there were great issues but that they weren't sufficiently 
clear in the people's minds. Those issues have been clarified 
through this process of waiting, they've been clarified quite 
extensively I believe in the past several weeks just on the 
energy issue. By great coincidence all these issues seemed 
to happen at the same time. As I sav vou've learnt as I have 
this mornina that the OPEC prices will be going up another 
9% on the lst of April and that will mean that the figure I 
was giving = last night of a 700% increase in Ane Six vears 
has now become 740% increase in some six vears. It's obvious 
that energy is an issue which has been clearly defined, it's 
obvious that the Opposition's reactionsto our supply - 
emergency supply legislation - that their reaction to our 
setting up of PetroCanada as a tool of the Canadian 
peovle to deal with the multinationals. 

The legislation adopted by the Federal Government in 
order to deal with any situation which in my previous 
question, normally would be under provincial gurisdiction? but 


in an emergency the Federal Government will be called upon to 


act that issue suddenly became clear. I feel that many of the 


other issues are also becoming clear. I mean six months ago 


who would have dreamed that the Tories were going to advocate 
a larger deficit? Well they've done that now and we knew that 
they were promising some six billion dollars of election 
goodies but they hadn't quite admitted that this would lead 
into a larger deficit. Now they've done that and I think that. 
people who have some sympathy with the Opposition when they 
complained about inflation and so on, they are now in a 
position to sav, okay and what are the various parties doing 
about it? 

Last August we announced very serious cutbacks in 
Federal expenditures, some two billion dollars of straight 
cuts and another billion in re-allocation. It took some time 
for people to understand that indeed we meant business and 
we talked about controlling Federal expenditures as a way to 
curtail ;.to combat dnfilation. Thev have a clear-cut issue 
now, they see that the Opposition Party wants to increase the 
deficit. 

I think the position on constitutional matters, on 
linguistic matters, for instance, has been made clear by the 
Opposition Leader's non-statement in Montreal on what he was 
going to do to protect language rights of minorities, parti- 
cularly in the education field. Our policy is known on that - 
the Bill of Rights including language rights. ' 

In the general area of decentralization I think it's 
clear also that following the February Conference the 
Opposition Party is generally going along with the provincial ! 
view. After all Mr. Clark has een es provincial status H 
to the Yukon which means presumably giving them jurisdiction © te 


sarin 
over the natural resources. He's promised giving jurisdictio ° 


on the off-shore resources to all the Provinces on the 


sea coast, whether East or West. We've taken a different 


view on these things. We said the benefits can and should go 
to the people but that the jurisdiction either should stay 
with the Federal Government as the Courts decided or should 
be left in limbo as we proposed to the Provincial éasetanenes, 
and signed agreements with three of them about a year-and-a- 
half ago. 

But all these things are coming to a head and I believe 
now that the people are going to have clear issues on which 
to choose and for me that's a good time to go to the people - 
when they realize that there are important choices. I could 
add the Tory attitude on the Referendum Bill is another 
example of that but then you wouldn't want me to start my 
campaign speeches now. 

BILL CAMERON (City TV, Toronto): The results of the October 
By-Elections seem to indicate a fairly profound discontent 
with your Party in Toronto, at/that “pointea ensticatearea for 
you in this country. Do you have any evidence that the 
fortunes of your Party have improved since? 

A. Well I know things can change if you 
take exactly 12 months earlier you would have seen that our 
fortunes in Toronto were very, very high. A year later they 
were quite low as you indicate. I just answered to Mr. 
Radwanski that many issues have been defined since last 
October and those issues are as important to the people of 
Toronto as any in Canada. Certainly the issue of energy is. 
And I would believe too the attitude that the next Federal 
Government will have to take before, during and after 


the Quebec Referendum is extremely important and I see that 


even some of the Provincial Premiers are beginning to take 
positions on that. 

We do know that the Tory Party has been opposing our 
Referendum legislation and this is something which hadn't 
happened last October. 

I can only rely on the good judgment and political good 
sense of the people of Toronto and hope for the best. 

CRAIG OLIVER: This is a related question. The pattern 
of the last few elections has been for the Government to lose 
support during the campaign. That doesn't sound very optimisti) 
based on the Gallup at the moment if you end this election in 
worse shape according to the Gallup. I wonder how you feel you 
Can turn that around - I mean what reasons you have for 
optimism across the whole country, not just in Toronto but base 
on the historical patterns? 

A. Well I haven't studied historical 
patterns very much -- Well I should have thought that as a 
result of that your question was incorrect. It seems to me 


in '74 we picked up support, didn‘t.we2= I'm no. e@xpertias 


GRAIG OLIVER: Not much I don't think. 

A. Not much.We picked it up then? 
CRAIG OLIVER: A point or two. 

A. We can do with a point or two. 


I'm not sure of the facts on that but - Gail? 
GAIL MORRIS: Mr. Trudeau the unity theme seems to Dé 
your pet project and I was just wondering exactly how you inti 
to approach the whole question of- national unity during the ~ ; 
election campaign? 

A. Well I don't think describing it as ™Y i 


pet project really gives it the importance that it should hav 


during the campaign. I think somebody back there agrees with" 
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If the people don't think that unity is an important question 


now I can only wring my hands. I obviously will be endeavour- 


ing to show to them that when we're having a Referendum in 
Quebec, held by a Separatist Government, whose aim is to 
break Canada in two, the problem of unity should be of concern 
to all Canadians. And that is one of the things that I hope 
will be discussed in this campaign and not only by Liberals. 
I hope that everybody will be forced by the electorate to 
state what their position will be on the problems of unity. 
It's all very well to say that separatism is in power 
and it wasn't 10 years ago. What can we do 
to make sure that separatism doesn't happen. And in terms of 
either adjusting the basic rights of Canadians in this country, 
whether linguistic or economic or otherwise, in terms of 
guaranteeing certain rights again in the Constitution, in terms 
of making sure that the people of Quebec have a free and fair 
choice in the Referendum, what can we do? And of course we'll 
be talking about these but our voice won't be heard if people 
don't think that unity is an issue. We can't make it an issue. 
But it would seem to me that an outside observer would be 
appalled to realize that a Provincial Government of a Province 
as strong as that of Quebec can be elected and claim to want 
to break up Canada and the rest of Canadians will say well 
unity is not an issue - the economy yes, maybe energy, but 
unity is not an issue so what if one democratically-elected 
government wants to break up this country. It's a Liberal 
issue and therefore we don't want to discuss it. That seems 
to: me would be an incredibly irresponsible position. Why is 
it a so-called Liberal issue? Unity should be everybody's 


issue. And when you describe it as my pet project you re really 


saying that I presumably attach a great deal of importance 

to unity and the other leaders do not, including who - Mr. 
Broadbent, Mr. Clark. I hope it's their pet project too to 
use your expression. 
DAVE RINN: Again Prime Minister a short question 

on the economic side. Are you prepared to state now 
categorically that there will be no new economic initiatives 
coming from you or the Liberal Party during the campaign? 

A. Well I hope not. i have talked even 
last night of a decade of development. I think that there will 
be a great many economic initiatives. It's very important for 
Canadians to know how we see Canada developing economically as 
well as in other terms and we-- For quite some time now if 
only to quote the 23 Task Forces as an example where business, 
management, labour and government have sat down together and 
locked at industrial development or setting up of the Board 
of Economic Development Ministers, all these have already led 
to economic announcements,initiatives in the past several month 
and there will be more. I don't know if they will come durinc 
the campaign or after but I certainly wouldn't undertake not 


to make any economic announcements. 


FRANCINE BASTIEN Q. Monsieur le Premier Ministré 
une des contributions de votre parti au probléme de l'unité gui’ 
sera au coeur de votre campagne 6tait le projet de loi sur le 
au feuilleton. 
référendum; or, il est mort hier, Est-ce qu'on peut 
savoir si le contenu de ce projet de loi sera le cheval de 
bataille de votre campagne et, en supplémentaire, le cheval de | 
bataille surtout au Québec ou surtout a l'extérieur du Québec? 
R. Inévitablement, nous devron 


parler du projet de loi sur les referendims et ce sera au coeur 


de la bataille quand nous parlerons du probléme de l'unité. I 


Lt 


est certain que le probléme posé par l'existence au gouvernement 
du Québec d'un parti qui veut briser le Canada, séparer le Québec 
du Canada, il est certain que cela Suppose de la part du reste 
des Canadiens et de beaucoup de Québecois eux-mémes un désir 
pour un instrument qui permette de savoir vraiment la volonté 
de la population. 
quelle sorte de question sera pos&ée au réf6érendum québecois. Si 
la question est claire et nette, il est probable que nous 
n'aurons pas besoin d'un référendum fédéral pour vérifier les 
opinions de la population mais si c'est une question extraordi- 
nairement vague ou mal expligquée et mal comprise, comme c'est le 
cas de tout ce qui concerne la discussion de la souveraineté- 
association, des fois par Monsieur Lévesque, des fois par 
Monsieur Morin, des fois par d'autres, il est possible que nous 
ayons a consulter la population québecoise sur ce qu'elle veut 
vraiment: la s&éparation ou la continuation au sein d'un Canada 


fort, renouvelé, et cetera; mais je ne sais pas, ¢a dépenédra. 


Tout ce que je sais, c'est que c'est important pour nous d'avoir 


cet instrument et c'est pourquoi je suis dé¢gu que l'opposition 


ait maintenu ce projet de loi un mois entier devant le comité 


| pour ne pas avoir 4 le passer et j'espére qu'un nouveau 


Parlement s'empressera de passer un tel projet de loi pour que 


|/mous ayons, encore une fois, un instrument égal et peut-étre 


plus démocratique que celui que s'est donné le parti québecois &4 


la téte du gouvernement péquiste. 


@. Je me permets de revenir 4 


la charge. Est-ce que ce sera un argument que vous invoquerez 


surtout au Québec ou surtout dans le reste du Canada? 


R. Partout, dans toutes les 


/ parties du Canada. Certainement que dans le Québec, on le 


_comprendra plus vite, j'‘aurai probablement moins 4 en parler. 


vinces. 
J'en parlerai certainement dans les autres pro e 


Je ne sais pas et personne ne sait 


MARK PHILLIPS: Mr. Trudeau this question relates both 
to the previous question and to the basic why now question. 
You have said I don't know how many times in this room that 
one of your prime objectives legislatively was to get the 
Referendum Bill through and you described it in terms as 

you just have again in terms of the necessity to counter 


the PQ Referendum depending on what shape it takes. Now you've 


decided to pull the plug before getting that Referendum 
through. Are you in any way worried or if not why not, that 
a new government, whether it's yours or Mr. Clark's, or what- 
ever form it might take would not have the weapon you have 
described in this room so many times as essential. Why take 
this risk now instead of bringing that Bill up in ways that 
you have brought other bills up in recent times? 

A. Well of the two Bills which in recent 
months I said had high priority, and there were perhaps half 
a dozen of them, the two which I said were probably most 
urgent were as you say the Referendum Bill and the Emergency 
Supplies legislation for energy and I tried to get them both 
passed. You will recall that the Parliamentary Committees 
were asked a few months ago - a few weeks ago - to get them 
out of Committee as quickly as they possibly could. As I 
Say a month in Committee in the case of the Referendum Bill 
and they did that and then we brought them into the House and | 
I honestly hoped that in the past couple of weeks we would hav 
had time to do third reading on both of those Bills. We have 
note. I am sorry but I did have to make a choice of which had 
the priority and I still think the priority had to be the 
Emergency Energy Supplies and I think the OPEC news this 
morning vindicatesthat judgment. We are probably going to be 
in for some difficult times in energy. | 

In the case of the Referendum Bill I think it's unlike.’ 
that Monsieur Levesque would have his Referendum before the 


tall: He has heen postvonina it as von know from vear-to- 


| 


Pe 


year and I have taken the gamble that we could still get the 
Federal Referendum Bill in the House in time to deal with the 
whole separation question without keeping this Parliament 

to pass it right now. 


PAT NAGLE : Sir, still on the scheme of priorities. 


Many times we were told that constitutional reform was a 
substantial priority of your Government. We fy seen 
anything -- As late as two weeks ago you were talking about 
the possibility of some legislation on constitutional reform. 
How is that going to affect your campaign. Are you distressed 
that you don't have a constitutional package as such that you 
can show the Canadian people? 

A. No, I'm not distressed. If we had been 
able to get the Referendum Bill through as I say I would be 
relieved but I don't believe it can prevent us from campaigning 
and getting a mandate to put it through. On Bill C-60 I did 
tell you a few weeks ago that if Parliament were goingmto sit 
around several more months or quite a long time I would think 
it would have been useful to bring a renewed version of C-60 
which you recall was the Constitutional Bill forward. But some 
elements have been dropped, the Senate for instance as you 
know, as the whole question of changing it has been referred to 
the Supreme Court. On the question of the Monarchy the Provinces 
and the Federal Government agreed in February that the best 
way to leave it unchanged is not to deal with it in C-60 which 
is a bit strange but since that is the will of the Provinces 
we're happy to go along with Lte 

So what remained essentially was the Bill of Rights 
including linguistic rights. Questions relating to the Supreme 


Court, the problem of patriation and certain number of other 


measures which under Section 91-1 can be adopted by the Federal 
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Government. 

You will recall that the position of the Provinces 
last August at the Premiers' meeting in I believe it was Regins 
this year, said that we should not go ahead with anything | 
without unanimous consent. We tried to get some unanimous 
consent in February and failed. If we were around in a new 
Parliament or had a lot of time ahead of us I believe we shoul 
go ahead with some of the elements of C-60. We are not around 
therefore, it will be something we will get a mandate from the 
people on to proceed with some elements of Bill C-60 and we 
will do it as soon as we can after the next election. 
IAN ERKHART: Mr. Prime Minister I think it's fair 
to say in the last election campaign the press was restricted 
in its access to you. Will you make a commitment in this 
campaign to hold a bona fide full-scale press conference such 
as this at least once a week during the campaign? 

A. No I won't make any commitment to have 
any particular schedule. I can't remember and therefore I 
can't contradict you how many press conferences I had in the | 
last campaign - I know I had several. I can remember some in 
Winnipeg, I can remember some in Montreal, I can remember som 
it seems to me in the Maritimes but I don't have any statisti 
and I don't know what my campaign schedule will be so I can't 
say how often I will have press conferences. I'm starting «t 
on the first day with one so that should reassure you. 
PETER DESBARATS: Mr. Prime Minister every news story 
written about the election announcement last night mentioned 
the fact that the campaign was now going to coincide with th 


publication of Margaret Trudeau's book and that newspapers 
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across the country would be serializing this book during 


the early part of the campaign. Some associates of yours 


have said privately to us that this will be an extremely 
difficult personal aspect of the campaign for you. -I am 

. going to 
sure that you are/“be asked about it as the campaign develops. 
Would you like to say anything about it now and would you also 
like to give us your ideas about the presence of your children 
in the campaign? 

A. Yes I'd like to say something about it 
now. In the case of my children there's no question of them 
being in the campaign. If ever I'm flying to their grand 
parents or something and they're on the plane and you people 
try and sneak a few pictures, I hope you won't consider that 
I'm using them in the campaign. But they're not going to 
participate in the campaign nor did they in the one before. 
You recall that there was one child which was nursing at his 
mother's breast during the campaign and he was photographed 
I guess looking out of a train window or something. So much 
for the children. 

As regards the book you're referring to, to me it's 
not an election issue.° It is not a campaign issue and I 
won't be dealing with it. 

JACK BEST: In a slightly different vein Prime 
Minister, the Soviet Union recently has been making a fair 
amount of fuss about the question of Western arms sales to 
Communist China. I wonder if you could say what you think 
Canada's policy on this ghould be and also whether you think 
that NATO should try to form a collective policy -~ 

oe NATO should what? 


here 


) whether /. should be a collective NATO 
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policy towards this question. 

A. Well I can tell you what Canada's 
policy is. It is that we don't sell arms to either the Soviet | 
Union or me China and we don't intend to. We certainly don't 
sell arms to areas of conflict or of tension and what with 
the recent events on the Vietnamese border that certainly 
would exclude any intention to sell arms had we any such 
intention. So :much fer our: policy 

Insofar as other NATO countries are concerned well you 
know the uneasiness that some have with the decision of others 
to sell so-called defensive arms. There is no NATO policy on 
this. I doubt whether there is a War Pact Country policy on 
that but I don't know honestly. But there is no NATO policy 
on this and as far as I know none is being developed. It woul 
be difficult to get some NATO countries not to sell arms the 
way they wish. We have had that experience before China came | 


into the fold as it were. I remember certain NATO countries § | 


selling arms to South Africa or selling arms to other parts | | 
of the world where there were tensions and we didn't agree wit. 
it but there was no NATO policy and I doubt whether there will 
be any on this subject. 
STEVE SCOTT: Have you offered Senate appointments tc 
any M.P's or others in the last couple of weeks 
and will you be making any announcements of Senate appointment 
between now and the election? 

A. There are going to be a series of appoit 
ments announced later in the day and you'll have to wait to 8’ 


if there are any in the Senate. I have to refresh my memory ? 


order to answer that question. 


Ly 


JEAN RIVARD Q. Monsieur le Premier Ministre, 


ma question ressemble un peu 4 celle-1a. 


Adrien Lambert et Lionel Beaudoin 


nous ont dit qu'ils avaient 6té approchés ou que vous leur aviez 

parlé au sujet d'une nomination au Sénat gqu'ils ont refusée. 
Pouvez-vous nous confirmer 

que vous 6tiez intéress&é, par exemple, & nommer Messieurs 


Beaudoin et Lambert au Sénat et peut-étre nous donner la raison 


de leur refus? 


R. C'est la premi@ére nouvelle 
que j'en ai. Sauf erreur, c'est moi qui recommande que les 
gens soient nommés au Sénat et je n'ai certainement pas recom- 
Mandé que ces gens-14 le soient ni autorisé personne 
a leur faire l'offre de ma PE sachs je suis heureux de savoir 
qu'ils refusent par anticipation mais je suppose que vous aussi 
vous refusez au cas ot je vous offrirais ga? Il y a peut-étre 
dix mille personnes au Canada qui refuseraient cette nomination 
contre un autre dix mille qui l'accepteraient, mais dans le cas 
de ces deux messieurs, c'est la premi@re nouvelle que j'aie 


qu'il ait 6té question de les mettre au Sénat. 
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GEOFFREY STEVENS: Prime Minister there seems to be 


| 


{ 


a sense in the country that people are tired of your Government 


and would like to change it perhaps if they had a viable 


alternative. But on the other hand there is the feeling that | 


they can't guite trust the Conservatives and they don't trust 


the capacity or competence of Joe Clark to be Prime Minister. 


I'd like to ask you for your view on Joe Clark and whether he | 


would be capable, be competent to be Prime Minister of Canadil 


A. No I think you'd be able to form your 
own views without my opinion. That's what the Canadian people 
are going to be asked to do after all, isn't it? They are 
going to ask themselves which people and which party do we 
vote for and that's what the campaign will be all about. But 


I have no doubt that some of you will be advising them. 


RICHARD GWYNN: Prime Minister last night you used 


the phrase Decade of Development and I was intrigued by the 
personal implications of that. Premier Lougheed at the stan 
of his campaign - his recent one - said it would be his last 
and in a couple of years he would have achieved his objective: 
that he brought into politics. Are you keeping your options 
open in this respect because you reckon you may need a decade 
to achieve these objectives that brought you into politics? 
A. Well I know that Canada's problems 
won't be solved in a decade or in two pe Nor have the’ 
ever been in the past. No country sort of stands still and 


Says we've made it. So there will always be politicians who 


will say elect us and we will lead the country forward in the® 
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times ahead. I wouldn't undertake to be here for a decade 


or more. I thought when I became Prime Minister that a decade 


would have been enough for me, anyhow, and apparently for a 


lot of people,but something intervened and it is the election 


of the Parti Quebecois, and the election of a Separatist 


Government. And I think I . Made it very clear before that 


kind of changed my mind. I got into politics in order to keep 
Quebec in Canada and I thought that I couldn't walk away from 
a fight to take Quebec out of Canada which was being waged 
by a Party which had become the Government of Quebec and it's 
as simple as that. 

I don't think these problems will be solved forever 
at any one time but I do think the hurdle of the Referendum is 


a very important one and I would like to be around as Prime 


Minister to face those events. 


CLAUDE TURCOTTE Q. Monsieur le Premier Ministre, 


parmi les spéculations que moi et d'autres ont faites sur le fait 


‘: 


que vous ayez attendu juscqu'd la fin de votre mandat ou presqu'd 
la fin du mandat pour déclencher des élections, il y a la 


possibilité ou peut-éGtre la tentative de faire en sorte que le 


gouvernement du Québec tienne son référendum avant les élections. 


‘J'aimerais vous demander si c'est une des considérations dont 
yedis avez tenu compte pour attendre jusqu'd ce moment-ci pour 
'd€clencher des élections, d'abord, et, deuxiémement, j'aimerais 
vous demander aussi, advenant le cas ot vous faites ré-élire un 
trés grand nombre de députés au Québec comme c'était le cas en 
"74 et auparavant aussi, si ce fait-l1a aurait un impact 
Quelconque sur le référendum que le gouvernement du Québec 
tiendra apr@és. En d'autres mots, 4 supposer que les gens du 
Québec disent oui 3 la question du gouvernement du Québec, si 
par ailleurs quelques mois avant on a 6lu un tr@és grand nombre 
ide députés libéraux, est-ce que Ga aura pour effet en quelque 


sorte de neutraliser ce oui? 
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R. A la premiére question, 
laissez-moi vous rappeler que vers le milieu de 1977 les 
opinions semblaient unanimes &@ l'effet que si nous avions tenu 
des élections, nous les aurions gagnées haut la main, nous, le 
gouvernement libéral. 

Une des raisons -- et il y en 
a eu plusieurs -- une des raisons pour lesquellesje n'ai pas 
tenu une consultation 6électorale 4 ce moment-14 c'est que G¢a 
venait trés t6t aprés l'&élection du parti québecois et, par 
conséquent, trés loin avant le référendum québecois et, dans un 
sens, un mandat que j'aurais pu avoir & ce moment-14 aurait pu 
permettre au parti québecois d'‘attendre, eux, une, deux ou 


trois années avant de tenir son référendum et d'attendre un peu 


que mon mandat s'effrite et s'affaiblisse avant que eux ne 
précipitent le référendum. Alors, dans ce sens-1a, il y a un 
peu de vrai dans l'hypothése que vous exposez mais je n'ai 
jamais pensé que la date du réf6érendum serait fixée par Monsieur 
Lévesque pour nous arranger, nous, les fédéraux. I1 est 
certain que j'avais un avantage -- je le croyais 4 ce moment- 
la -- d'’attendre pour avoir un mandat frais d'un gouvernement 
fédéral, que ce soit le mien ou celui d'un autre, de sorte que 
lorscue le référendum québecois viendrait il y aurait un gou- 
vernement fort nouvellement 6lu, capable de faire face aux 
événements. Alors, dans ce sens-la&, l'hypothése du retard que 
vous exposez a un certain fondement. 

Cette réponse est d'ailleurs 
liée &@ votre deuxiéme question. I1 me semble que l'hypothése 


gue vous posez oU nous aurions beaucoup de libéraux 6lus au 
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Québec nous permettrait effectivement au réf6rendum de dire 

eh bien, nous avons un mandat des Québecois qui viennent 
d'élire , dans votre hypothése, un gouvernement libéral 
strictement et fortement fédéraliste mais qui a préconisé un 
certain nombre de Enadaemante a la Constitution , et j'espére 
que cela influencera la population québecoise & voter non 4 
un réf6rendum qui, au fond, est un référendum pour la 
souveraineté et l'association et souveraineté veut dire 
indépendance et indépendance veut dire séparation, et ¢a per- 
mettra 4 la population de comprendre l'impossibilité de 
prétendre se séparer et de ne pas se séparer en méme temps et 
qu'au fond, le référendum, si c'est sur la souveraineté- 
association, est une sorte de contradiction dans les termes. 
On ne peut pas @6tre séparé et ne pas &tre séparé en méme temps. 
Si on veut se séparer, on va voter pour la séparation et 
ensuite on verra comment il faut négocier par la suite. Enfin, 
j'entre dans une autre question 4 laquelle vous m'invitez, je 


pense, par votre deuxiéme hypothése. 


GEOFF SIMPSON: I would like. to ask a question about 
the answer you gave a little while ago about the Conservatives 


hlarkina the Referendum Bill because your answer perplexed me. 


To my knowledge there were only five 
witnesses called before the Committee, three professors, a 
member of the CEL's office and one other - and Premier Hatfield. 


There were only nine or ten meetings of the Committee and I 


can think off the top of my head of the Immigration Act, the 
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Bank Act, Criminal Code Amendments, the James Bay, -all of 
which tock much, much longer in Committee and we never had 
the same charges. What evidence do you have in fact that the 
Conservatives were delaying when on the objective information 


it appears that that wasn't the case? 
in 


A. Well a month / Committee on a bill which | 


has been announced a year-and-a-half before and which is very 
simple in its intentions to me is delay when you know that 
Parliament is going to have to be dissolved some time this 
spring, when you know that you're taking a month in Committee 
that you've taken several days, I forget the exact number on 
second reading, it seemed very obvious to me that it was a 
tactic meant to prevent the Liberals from dealing with this 
issue. Hopefully an election would come before as it did. 


You can of course quote many, many pieces of legislation which 


have taken much longer than that, have. taken an unconsciour) 


amount of time in committee and in second reading and some of 
it you recall has gone on over a period of years. But I 

can think of no subject more urgent than the question of whether 
Canada will remain united or not. And I can think of no 


instrument more important than the Federal Government having 


an instrument to test the opinion of the Canadian people on suc 


a fonsemenea | subject when they know that the Separatist Govern: 
of Quebec has given itself such an instrument. 

Now there was a White Paper published a considerable 
time before the Bill was tabled, our processes, our procedures, 
our thinking was well known and I would think that any Party 
with a clear mind on the important subject of separation would 
have been able to say yes, we think a Referendum is necessary ad 


we will authorize the Government to use it. It might be our 
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ae eee 


Government after all if we are elected after the next election 


the Tories might have said. Or we say no, it's an undemocratic 


process as I believe Premier Hatfield argued and even if the 
Quebecois use a Referendum we will keep our wapdatarenn and 
not use one. It seems to me that on questiom like this you 
can make up your mind fairly quickly and act very quickly 


if indeed you believe that there is urgency. 


ANDREW ZENDER: Mr. Prime Minister should there be a 
drain or a concerted - Grain, or a concerted Foun; OL 
concerted pressure on the Canadian dollar in the next 


couple of years what are the contingency plans that you now 
have to impose some sort of controls to protect the Canadian 
dollar and under what circumstances will you implement those 
plans? 

A. There are no contingency plans and, 
therefore, there will be none implemented. We intend to let 
the dollar float. 

ANDREW ZENDER: Even if the dollar goes down to 75 cents 
or lower? 


A. We intend to let it float. 
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MICHEL GALLAND Q. Monsieur le Premier Ministre, 
je vais vous poser une question toute théorique. 

D'aprés vous, vaut-il mieux un 
gouvernement minoritaire avec les mains plus ou moins liées & 
la Chambre ou un gouvernement de coalition qui puisse gouverner 
mais en appliquant une partie de le politique d'un autre parti 
si elle n'est pas compl@tement contradictoire avec la vétre? 

R. Si la question est 
théorique, je ne peux pas y répondre. I1 faudrait voir dans 
quel pays, 4 quel temps et quels sont les partis en question. 

Q. Disons au Canada, en 1979? 

R. Je trouve que l'hypothése 
est exactement ca, l'hypothése a laquelle moi je ne veux pas 
répondre. Il est clair que je respecterai l’opinion de la 
population. 

J'ai 6té 6lu en '72 avec un 
gouvernement minoritaire; j'ai respecté l'opinion de la popu- 
lation, vous avez vu ce que j'ai fait, j'ai rencontré les 
Chambres et j'ai tenté de gouverner, ce qui m'a permis de le 
faire pendant un an et demi. J'espére que la population, 
devant les options qu'on a discutées tout-a4-l'heure, devant la 
gravité des questions pourra se décider et faire une option 
claire et donnera une majorité @ un parti, le mien ou aux 
conservateurs, mais ce serait certainement le résultat le plus 
souhaitable dans le contexte actuel et je pense que la population | 
le comprendra. 

Ce qui n'est jamais sir c'est 
que les conclusions de voter pour un tel ou un tel seront les 
mémes. Alors, il se peut que nous ayons un gouvernement mino- 
ritaire mais je suis convaincu que la population n'aura pas 


voulu d'un gouvernement minoritaire parce qu'elle est trop sage 


pour é6lire 


volontairement un gouvernement faible 3 un moment of la menace 
de la séparation, encore une fois, est réelle de la part d'un 
gouvernement péquiste majoritaire et la menace d'une forte 
décentralisation mettant en danger des questions aussi fonda- 
mentales que l'énergie est également réelle comme on voit 4a la 
suite des élections en Saskatchewan et en Ribera de gouverne- 
ments majoritaires forts. Il me semble que ce serait le comble 
de l'absurde, dans une telle situation internationale of la 
crise 6conomique et énergétique est réelle, dans une conjoncture 
nationale ou les provinces se sont données des gouvernements 


trés forts, ce serait le comble de l'absurde pour le peuple 


canadien de se donner un gouvernement faible. 
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